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FOREWORD 


This. Study was commissioned jointly by the Ontario Ministry of Municipal 
Arfairs and Housing and the Association of Municipalities of Ontario. Funding 
ror the study was provided by the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 
Nousing through the Housing Renovation and Energy Conservation Unit of the 
Community Housing Wing. The Ministry's chief representative on the study was 
Mr. George Przybylowski of the Housing Renovation and Energy Conservation 
Unit In this capacity, Mr. Przybylowski was the prime client contact 
throughout the study process and the consultants wish to express their 
jratitude to him for nis considerable personal committment to this study and 


creative and useful suggestions he made during the course of the 
tigations. 


“indings, conclusions and recommendations contained in the various volumes 
ie study report are those of the consultants as are any factual errors 
contain. The report does not constitute Ontario Government or 


policy but is a report to these two organizations for their 


ideration. 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


This document forms one volume of an eleven volume study report commissioned 
Jointly by the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing and the 
Association of Municipalities of Ontario (A.M.0.) in July, 1982. The prime 
objectives of the study were: 


1. To examine the opportunities and constraints that exist for meeting some 
of the future additional housing needs in Ontario during the 1980's and 
1990's through the intensification of existing residential neighbourhoods. 


2. To examine some of the major forces at work that have and could threaten 
the conservation of the existing stock of rental housing and the tenants 
that. occupy «thissstock. 


These objectives were formulated in response to concerns on the part of the 
Ministry and A.M.O. regarding recent and emerging trends in housing and urban 
development and population growth and change in Ontario. 


It is safe to assume that there will continue to be a demand for more rental 
and ownership housing units in Ontario during the 1980's and 1990's due to 
both an absolute increase in population and an increase in the number of 
households. However, there is growing evidence that this demand could be 
different in nature than during the last decade. While demand wil! continue 
to be focused in urban areas, there will likely be increasing pressure for 
inner city housing particularly in the larger urban centres such as Toronto, 
Ottawa and Hamilton. Also, households are getting smaller and older; and more 
people are beginning to accept the prospect of never being able to afford to 
own a home. These trends suggest that there will be an increasing demand for 
smaller dwellings. While consumer preference information may not support 
this, the general state of the economy and the future affordability of housing 
may dictate these demands. 


The Government of Ontario and the Association of Municipalities of Ontario are 
concerned about how these additional and somewhat different housing needs of 
the 80's and 90's will be met, particularly in light of the downturn in the 
construction of new private rental housing; the economic prospects for the 
80's and 90's and the likely restraints on public expenditures related to new 
Facilities and services and socially assisted housing; and the increasing 
difficulty of providing new housing through large scale redevelopment and/or a 
further expansion outwards of Ontario's urban fabric. 


There are two major approaches to creating additional housing: 1) building 
new and 2) making more efficient (intensive) use of the housing stock that 
currently exists. This study is aimed primarily at the latter and 
specifically at the potential for meeting some of the future nousing needs in 


the Province through the conversion of the existing stock of some 1,200,000 
grade-related owner occupied dwellings in the Province. The extent to which 
this study is concerned witn new housing was limited to the opportunities that 
might exist for small scale residential infill in residential neignbourhoods. 


In addition to being concerned about meeting additional housing needs, the 
Ministry and A.M.0. were concerned about conserving the existing rental stock 
in a safe and livable condition for at least the same number of households as 
it currently accommodates. While this aging/conservation issue is by no means 
a new one, the nature of the issue will likely be quite different in the 
future. Until the late 1950's, the vast majority of nousing in the Province 
was grade-related and owner occupied, and the conservation of these types of 
dwellings usually happened as a matter of course without much concern or 
assistance on the part of governments. In the last 30 years, however, the 
housing stock profile has changed dramatically with the advent of the 
high-rise apartment building. Rental apartments in multiple unit buildings 
form a much larger proportion of the stock than ever before. Approximately 
two-thirds of the over one million rental housing units in Ontario are located 
in nigh-rise or low-rise/walk-up multiple unit apartment buildings. Forty 
percent or 434,000 of the total rental units are in high-rise buildings. The 
conservation of the apartment rental stock has never been a serious issue in 
the past because of the relative newness of this stock. However, as these 
buildings age during the 80's and 90's (many are already 20 years old), 
serious attention will have to be given to the efforts that will be required 
to maintain these units in a safe and livable condition and within the 
economic reach of a large majority of the population. Therefore, the second 
objective of this study was in part, to examine the type of building repairs 
and improvements (and their associated costs) that will be required to 
conserve the Province's stock of some 434,000 high-rise rental apartments over 
the next 20 years. 


A second rental housing conservation concern of the Ministry and A.M.0. had to 
do with the perceived loss of low-income rental accommodation that nas 
traditionally been available in the form of rooms and apartments in 
grade-related dwellings in older neighbourhoods. Specifically, the study was 
to examine the extent of the loss of this type of housing due to demolition 
and deconversion resulting from the gentrification of these dwellings and the 
impact these losses have nad on tenants. 


Tne investigations were carried out by a series of five individual consultants 
working under the direction of a sixth consultant retained to coordinate and 
direct the study investigations. The work of each consultant was monitored 
and reviewed by a core study group made up of the five consultants, the study 
director and representatives of MOMAH and AMO. 


Core Study Group 


Study Director: Peter McInnis 
Klein & Sears Research and Planning Limited 


Consul tants: Michael Adams 
Environics Research Group 


Jack Klein 
Klein & Sears, Architects 


Greg Lampert 
Clayton Research Associates 


Frank Lewinderg 
Lewinberg Consultants 


Peter Milligan 
Walker, Poole, Milligan 


Ministry 
Representatives Sue Corke 
Gary McAllister 
George Przybylowsk i 
A.M.O, 
Representatives: Mayor W. McLean Town of Ajax 


Gwyn Simmons City of Ottawa Non-Profit Housing 
Corporation 


Special Assistant 
To Core Group: Betty Kaser 


While the consultants’ work on this study began formally at the beginning of 
July, 1982, some considerable effort was spent in advance of this start-up by 
a steering committee of Ministry and AMO representatives in developing terms 
of reference and a work plan with the Study Director that reflected the 
findings of an extensive and detailed review of the literature pertaining to 
the issues in question. This literature review was carried out by David 
Hulchanski for the Ministry during April and May of 1982 and has been 
published under separate cover. Tne prime purpose of tnis review was to 
identify the extent to which the issues in question had already been 
considered and the findings and conclusions that had been reached in order 
that the consultants’ work could be focussed on those issues about which there 
is limited knowledge or understanding. Also, this review provided a valuable 
basis for establishing certain propositions to be tested in the study. 


- vii - 


The investigations, particularly those relating to Objective #1, were carried 
Out on a case study area basis in the municipalities of Toronto, North York, 
Hamilton, Kingston, Woodstock and Ottawa with special input from municipal 
officials in Thunder Bay. These municipalities were selected to reflect the 
Fact that many of the issues under investigation were more associated with 
larger urban areas as well as to provide, at the same time, a range of sizes 
of municipalities for comparative purposes. 


The overall study report is organized into 11 separate volumns. These 11 
volumes follow the 5 part organization of the findings, conclusions and 
recommendations of the study investigations as indicated below: 


PART VOLUME 
ol 2 THTLE (PrimerConsuitants)) # 
i Summary of Findings And Recommendations 
(Klein & Sears) 1 
2 Economic And Demographic Trends for the 80's and 90's 
(Clayton Research Associates) 2 
3 Residential Intensification And Future Housing Needs 


3.1 Physical Potential 
(Clayton Research Associates) 3 


3.2 Economic Issues 
(Klein & Sears and Clayton Research Associates) 4 


3-0 “the supply Process 
(Environics Research Group and Clayton Researcn Associates) 5 


3.4 Tenant Demand 


(Environics Research Group) 6 
3.5 Neighbourhood Impact And Resistance 
(Environics Research Group and Lewinberg Consultants) 7 
3.6 Municipal And Provincial Policies And Regulations 
(Walker, Poole, Milligan) 8 
4 Conserving The Existing Rental Housing Stock 


4.1 Recent Rental Stock Losses and the Impact of 
Deconversion 
(Clayton Research Associates and Lawinberg Consultants) 9 


- viii - 


4.2 Future Conservation Requirements And Costs for High-Rise 
Apartments and the Possible Impact on Rents and Tenants 


(Klein & Sears and Clayton Research Associates) 10 
5 Data Sources And Problems 
(Clayton Research Associates) cl 


This particular volume (Volume #6) of the study report , "Tenant Demand" was 
Drepared by Mr. Michael Adams of Environics Research Group. 
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INTRODUCTION TO PART 3 
This part of the study deals with Objective #1 


"To examine the opportunities and constraints that exist for 
meeting some of the future additional housing needs in Ontario 
during the 1980's and 1990's through the intensification of 
existing residential neighbourhoods" 


“Residential Intensification" as used in this study means increasing the 
number of households accommodated in existing buildings and/or on existing 
serviced land in already built-up parts of urban areas through conversion of 
existing structures and through additions to existing structures and the 
building of new structures on vacant or near vacant land. Intensification as 
used in this study jis achieved with little or no demolition of existing 
buildings. 


e interest in intensification reflects emerging housing market trends, 
anging urbdan population profiles and the economics of new housing 
construction, in particular new private rental apartments. In addition, the 
interest in intensification as a means of meeting some of the future housing 
needs in Ontario stems from a number of factors not the least of which is the 
economic restraint under which governments at all levels now find themselves 
operating and the prospect of similar conditions prevailing over the next 
several years. These restraint conditions have caused some governments to cut 
back on or freeze spending on new facilities and services and seriously assess 
the efficiency with which existing facilities are used. The argument in 
support of intensification to provide additional housing is, in part, due to 
these economic restraints and the potential that may exist for increasing the 
number of households being served by the existing urban infrastructure. 


Th 
ch 


This study defined 7 basic forms or models of conversion and infill that meet 
the above definition of intensification: 


changing grade-related type dwellings from single housenold use _ to 
accommodate a number of unrelated households or individuals with no or 
minor physical alterations (@.g. small group homes for seniors and rooming 
houses or a roomer in an owner-occupied dwelling) 


ho 


changing grade-related type dwellings from single household use to 
self-contained accommodation for more than one household through physical 
alterations (e.g. duplexes, triplexes, etc.); 


3) building an addition (vertically or horizontally) to a grade-related 
dwelling to increase the number of dwelling units; 


{> 


) building a second or third separate dwelling on a lot which presently has 
one dwelling unit in place (e.g. back lot or side lot development) ; 


SM SS 


5) building several separate dwelling units on a lot which already has a 
multiple family development in place (e.g. building on landscaped open 
space around a high-rise building); 


6) converting existing obsolete non-residential space to residential use 
(e.g. over stores along arterials); and 


7) building new multiple residential units on vacant or near vacant sites in 
commercial areas (¢.g. mixed-use projects in core areas). 


While Models #6 and #7 are critical forms of intensification, the 
opportunities and constraints related to these models are well researched and 
documented. In fact, in the past few years the Ministry itself has conducted 
two investigations into the potential for residential and mixed commercial and 
residential infill development in the core areas of Ontario municipalities. 
This study concerned itself soley with investigating conversion and infill 
potential in existing residential neighbourhoods because of the paucity of 
good information that exists on the subject. In particular, emphasis was 
placed on the conversion models and their potential application to the 1.2 
million grade-related owner occupied dwellings in Ontario urban centres of 
more than 10,000 people. 


Models #2-5 are graphically illustrated in Figures 1-6 on the following pages. 
These figures provide just a few examples of the multitude of different 
physical forms the various types of intensification could take. 


The examination of the opportunities and constraints associated with the 
creation of additional housing by means of the 5 models is examined in terms 
Ot 


- the physical potential of intensification vis-a-vis such issues as the 
convertability of various house forms, current intensity of use and the 
Opportunities for infilling around or adding to existing dwellings; 


- the economics of intensification in respect to the costs of creating new 
accommodation and rents required to pay for this accommodation as well as 
the economic impact of intensification on municipalities; 


- the supply process or who could and would undertake various forms of 
intensifictton and the motivations for doing so as well as the capability 
and attitudes of the construction industry and lenders to facilitate 
intensification activities; 


- the market demand for various types of accommodation that could result from 
intensification among various segments of the tenant marxet; 


- community and neighbourhood impact and resistance that may occur as a 
result of or in anticipation of increased intensification activities in the 
various types of neighbourhoods tnat are traditionally found in the urban 
fabric of Ontario municipalities; 


- government policies and regulations and in particular, municipal official 
plans and zoning by-laws. 
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FIGURE 1 — Model 2 
BUNGALOW CONVERSION 


¢ a Self contained one bedroom unit is provided 
in addition to the existing ground floor unit 

¢ existing basement stairs are located adjacent 
to the back entrance facilitating conversion 

« window wells or excavation to create a sunken 
patio can increase natural light for a basement 
apartment 

e if the basement is already finished and/or a 


bathroom is in place, the conversion is likely 
to be less costly 


BEFORE. AFTER 
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FIGURE 2 — Model 2 


CONVERSION OF A THREE STOREY 

SEMI-DETACHED HOUSE 

« the house is converted to provide a one bedroom unit on the ground floor 
and basement and a two bedroom unit on the second and third floors 


¢ Stairs and entrances are generally found on the party wall of semi-detached 
homes. This plan form lends itself readily to natural hall circulation 

« decks can be added to second or third floors to provide additional space 

* alarger house such as this provides more options for conversion. The house 
could be converted in a number of ways including three or four self-contained 
units, one on each floor or leaving the existing basement and converting to 
provide a bachelor apartment on one floor and a two bedroom apartment on 
the remaining floors 


BEFORE 


BASEMENT 
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FIGURE 3 — Model 2 


CONVERSION OF A TWO STOREY 
DETACHED HOUSE 


« the house is converted to provide a one bedroom 
unit on the ground floor and a one bedroom unit 
on the second floor 

e the centre hall plan of this house is not as easily 
adaptable as the side hall plan of the previous 
illustration. The resulting circulation pattern 
within the units tends to be from room to. room 
rather than off a hall 


BEFCRE 


GROUND GROUND 


FIGURE 4 — Model 3 
VERTICAL ADDITION 


¢ asecond storey is added to an existing 
bungalow to provide a second self-contained 
dwelling unit 

¢ as the ceiling of the ground floor unit is exposed 
during construction, timing and weather are 
important concerns in planning for this type of 
addition 


HORIZONTAL ADDITION 

e an existing garage is converted to residential 
space and provides a bachelor unit 

e garages frequently have an existing back door 
and windows which can be incorporated in the 
conversion 


¢ if the plumbing in the existing house is on the 
side of the nouse adjacent to the garage, the 
addition is likely to be less costly 

¢ as this unit is grade related and provides access 


without stairs, it is particularly appropriate for a 
“granny unit” 
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FIGURE 5 — Model 4 
BACK LOT INFILL 


«new housing units are built at the back of the lots on which there 
are existing houses 


e access is from a back lane in one example and from the street 
using the side driveway in the other 


e the length of the lot and the location of the house on the lot are 
critical factors. Generally urban land use patterns will accommodate 
this type of infill more readily than suburban land use patterns where 
the house is typically situated close to the centre of the lot 

e the new housing could provide more than one unit or larger 
units by building more than one floor 


SIDE DRIVE ACCESS 


INFILL 
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FIGURE 6 — Model 5 
INFILL ON APARTMENT GROUNDS 


» anumber of single family houses are shown as infill in the landscaped 
open space of a high rise apartment building. The new housing 
could also take the form of semi-detached housing, row housing 
or low rise apartment structures 


« the housing type could be selected to be consistent with the surrounding 
neighbourhood 

¢ existing underground garages for the high rise apartment buildings often 
have surplus spaces which could be used for the new infill housing 


EXIsT! oH RISE APT. 


SING ON OPEN SPACE 
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PART 3.4 
TENANT DEMAND FOR RENTAL ACCOMMODATION IN CONVERTED OWELLINGS 


DY: 
ics Research Group 


1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Two reports in this study of the market aspects of conversion and infill have 
examined the supply potential of rental accommodation from homeowners and 
communi ty attitudes toward conversion and infill in residential 
neighbourhoods. These two reports have provided some insight to what kind of 
rental accommodation can best be encouraged through the process of conversion 
and, to a lesser extent, through infill. What still needs to be examined, 
nowever, is the nature of the potential demand for rental units resulting from 
conversion and infill. 


This report presents the results of a study of renters in the three Ontario 
municipalities of Toronto, North York and Kingston--areas chosen in order to 
give a range of observations over an older, urban area, a more suburban area, 
and a smaller Ontario city. The study had two major objectives: 


to assess the nature of the demand for rental accommodation in houses; 
to assess the supply potential of rental accommodation by first time 
buyers. 


Supply potential of recent buyers has already been discussed in a previous 
report, but in this study the objective is to look at the interest prospective 
homebuyers have in purchasing a house with conversion or rental potential; 
j.e., ante facto instead of post facto. 


In Toronto and North York, the study was conducted in two stages: 


a screening questionnaire was administered by telephone to 504 randomly 
chosen renters living in Toronto and North York. Renters receiving 
government assistance with their rental payments were not interviewed. The 
overall objective of this stage was essentially to identify renters who had 
a high propensity to rent in a house as opposed to an apartment building; 


the second stage consisted of in-depth personal interviews with 154 
households who responded to the initial screening questionnaire. Renters 
included in the second stage were primarily ones who had a high preference 
for renting in a house, but who were living in an apartment building at the 
time of the study. The purpose of this stage was to obtain detailed 
information on rental housing preferences and likelihood of purchasing a 
house with conversion potential. 


In Kingston, 100 renters were interviewed by telephone, using a questionnaire 
which combined questions from the screening and follow-up questionnaires used 
in Toronto and North York. 


Renter Types: 


Two major renter types were identified in each of the municipalities: those 
with a hign preference for renting an apartment in a house, and those with a 
low preference for renting in a nouse. High preference renters who were not 
already renting in a house constituted about 25% of all_ renters 
surveyed. This proportion did not vary subdstantially amongst the three 
municipalities. 


Renters who preferred renting in a house tended to be couples or single 
persons in their 30's. Average age was somewhat older and housenold incomes 
were higher in Toronto and North York. In comparison, low preference renters 
were more likely to be older couples or young single persons. Another 
important dysfunction between these two groups was home ownership 
aspirations. Most high preference renters or renters who would prefer renting 
in a house were not pleased with renting and wanted to own a home in the near 
future. Low preference renters, on the other hand, were mostly pleased witn 
renting and relatively fewer of these households had purchase intentions. 
These differences were also consistent across municipalities. 


1.2 Demand Characteristics 


A number of different aspects of renting in a nouse were explored in the 
interviews with renters who showed a high preference for renting in a house; 
Pye 


advantages and disadvantages of renting in a house; 

preferences for various types of rental accommodation that could be 
provided in a house; 

importance of features and attributes of apartments in a house; 

preferences and trade-offs with respect to certain attributes of an 
apartment in a house. 


The latter was only looked at in the personal interviews conducted with 
Toronto and North York renters. The technique used to assess preferences and 
trade-offs was not amenable to telephone interviewing. 


Advantages/Disadvantages: 


High preference renters were queried on the perceived advantages and 
disadvantages of renting in a house, as opposed to renting in an apartment 
building. The advantages and disadvantages mentioned were quite similar in 


all the municipalities, although frequency of specific responses did vary, 


Nee ake 
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Municipality 


Advantages of a house Toronto and North York Kingston 
a more nome-like ambience 26% 35% 
access to a yard 33 30 
more privacy 23 60 
more sociable ty. 20 
grade access ¥/, 9 


It would appear that the social environment associated with living in a house, 
especially privacy and general ambience, is perceived as a major advantage. 
The physical aspects are also seen as an advantage. Having access to a yard 
is seen as a benefit by about 1/3 of high preference renters. Interesting to 
note is that cost differences between renting in a house and an apartment 
building were hardly ever mentioned as an advantage. 


About half the renters in the high preference group also mentioned 
disadvantages of renting in a house as opposed to an apartment building. 
Again, the types of disadvantages most frequently mentioned were similar 
across municipalities; ji.e., 


Municipality 
Disadvantages of a house Toronto and North York Kingston 
poorer maintenance 11% 13% 
fewer facilities - 20 
less privacy ae 7 
more expensive ' 7 


a i a a a 


Privacy was mentioned as both an advantage and a disadvantage. Presumably, 
the degree of privacy afforded by an apartment in a house is very much 
dependent on the type of renters in the house and soundproofing qualities. It 
is understandable that individual experiences and opinions on the questions of 
privacy would vary. For some renters, the maintenance or lack thereof is seen 
as a disadvantage of renting in a nouse. In Kingston, lack of facilities such 
as laundry rooms and recreational facilities was also seen as a disadvantage. 
Rental costs of a unit in a house were seen as Deing more expensive by a 
number of high preference renters. 


NG 


Preferences in Types of Accommodation: 


There are a number of basic alternatives in renting accommodation in a house; 
ete 
one could rent just a room in a house; 

one could rent a self-contained apartment in a nouse that had been 
completely converted into apartments; 

one could rent an apartment in an owner-occupied house; or, 

an entire house could be rented by sharing the costs with friends. 


Only about one in five of the high preference renters in Kingston saw any 
advantages in renting just a room in a house, and only 14% in Toronto and 
North York. For most renters who would prefer renting in a house, the cost 
advantages of renting just a room would not compensate for the limited space 
and privacy afforded by such accommodation. 


Most renters who would prefer renting in a house would prefer to rent an 
apartment in a totally converted house. Renting in an owner-occupied house is 
usually a second choice. Sharing an entire house is only preferred by a few. 
These preferences were evident in all three municipalities. 


Although the reasons for these preferences were not directly established 
through the interviews, it is quite plausible that privacy plays an important 
role. Sharing a house usually involves more complicated living arrangements 
and requires a high degree of compatability. Renting in an owner-occupied 
nouse also requires a certain degree of compatability with the landlord. 
Single persons tended to have a lower preference for this type of 
accommodation than married couples. 


Important Features: 


Apparent from the preferences renters have in various types of rental 
accommodation in a house, most of the demand would be for self-contained 
apartments in houses. Specific characteristics of this type of rental 
accommodation were more fully explored by asking high preference renters to 
judge the importance of a number of factors tnat were thought to influence the 
decision of whether or not to rent a particular apartment in a house; i.e., 


mm nn 


Judged To Be Very Important 


Unit feature Toronto and North York Kingston 
private bath & kitchen 98% 94% 
location 83 63 
rental cost 78 83 
private separate entry 68 45 
Floor of nouse 97 op 
number of bedrooms 69 63 
parking 54 oY 
access to yard 36 32 


landlord in house 23 13 


ae 


Private bath and kitchen and rental costs are very important to the vast 
majority of renters who constituted the potential demand group for rental 
accommodation in houses. Location in the city, unit size, where it's located 
In the house, and having a private, separate entry are also important to these 
renters. Location is important to more renters in Toronto and North York than 
in Kingston, and floor of house and a private entry are important to more 
renters in Toronto and North York. 


Approximately 25% to 35% of the renters in the areas surveyed did not have a 
car. This, to some extent, accounts for the fact that fewer renters placed a 
high importance on the availability of parking. Access to the backyard and 
whether or not the landlord lived in the house were judged important to the 
decision to rent or not rent by only a minority of renters. 


Trade-offs: 


Looking at the importance of various unit features provides some insight to 
what Kind of accommodation most renters would prefer. However, independently 
ranking the importance of features does not give a very good indication of how 
renters would behave in a more realistic context where the "perfect" apartment 
is not available. In order to try to assess the relative importance attached 
to various unit attributes under "imperfect" conditions, renters in North York 
and Toronto were asked to rank, in order of their preference, 9 alternatives 
in renting an apartment in a house. These alternatives varied in size, floor 
of the house, rent, parking, entry, access to a yard, and presence of a 
landlord. 


Based on the analysis of renters’ preferences amongst these nine alternatives, 
it was apparent that location in the house, that is whether the unit was in 
the dasement or on the upper floors, was a critical attribute to most 
renters. Preferences were generally positively affected oy an upper floor 
unit. Few renters would want a basement apartment. The desire for an upper 
floor apartment was such that many renters would compromise on a private, 
separate entry or pay a higher rent in order to get an upper floor. The 
presence of a landlord did not influence the preference of most renters. 


Only two groups of renters were found who did not place a high degree of 
importance on an upper floor. The first of these groups (14% of the potential 
demand group) placed a high degree of importance on access to a yard. These 
renters tended to be single persons renting one bedroom apartments. A 
proportion of this group would likely rent a basement apartment in exchange 
for yard access and lower rent. The other group (19% of the potential demand 
group) consisted mostly of married couples, many with children. Number of 
bedrooms was most important to this group and many would trade-off an upper 
floor in order to get a two or three bedroom unit. 


1.3 Supply Potential 


The desire to own a home was quite high amongst the potential demand groups in 
the three municipalities. About 1/2 of high preference renters in Toronto and 
North York, and 2/3 of high preference renters in Kingston wanted to buy a 
home within the next few years. Renters who thought that they would be able 
to afford to buy a home were more in Kingston (58%) than in Toronto and North 
York (23%). 


Renting out part of one's home is one way in which the financial burden of 
home ownership can be eased. Renters who were considering a home purcnase 
were asked whether or not they would ever consider such an option when they 
became owners. Renters who foresaw financial obstacles to owning were 
generally quite receptive to the rental option. In Toronto and North York, 
most potential owners with financial constraints would consider buying a house 
with an apartment or converting space into an apartment. Renting out just a 
room or becoming a co-buyer were less popular options. Even about 1/2 the 
renters who were considering buying and foresaw no financial constraints would 
consider converting. In Kingston, the response was very similar. 


Specific preferences in home buying were more fully investigated in Toronto 
and North York. Renters were asked to rank, in order of their preference, 
eight alternatives in home purcnase. The alternatives varied with respect to 
location, age of house, style and type of house, and potential for conversion. - 


For most renters, conversion potential wnich was associated with a larger 
and/or more expensive house was either not important to their preferences 
or was not a preferred feature. One group of renters (21% of the potential 
demand group) did, however, show a strong preference for buying a house which 
had an apartment whicn could be rented out. These renters tended to be 
Singles sharing an apartment. Household income was quite high at $38,000, and 
over 1/2 intended to buy a home within the next few years. 


1.4 Implications 


In all three municipalities studied, potential demand for rental accommodation 
in a house is quite high. Approximately 25% of renters, excluding those 
already renting in a house, would prefer to rent in a house as opposed to an 
apartment building. Most of the demand comes from young couples or singles 
who like tne social aspects of renting in a house. Many of these renters 
intend to buy their own house in the near future. Renting in a house perhaps 
dDrings them a little closer to their dream. 


In assessing potential demand for rental accommodation in a house, care must 
be taken to distinguish amongst various types of accommodation. Very few 
renters would rent just a room or share the rent of an entire house with 
friends. Renting in an owner-occupied house is also less preferred than 
renting an apartment in a totally converted house. It may be that apartments 
in owner-occupied houses are too closely associated with basement suites or 
require too much compromise on the part of renters. 
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Relatively few renters would choose a basement suite in a house over other 
alternatives. Most renters prefer to rent on the upper floors even to the 
extent that they would give up such important features as a private, separate 
entry, a lower rent, parking, or access to a backyard. Only 33% of the 
renters in the potential demand group, that is 8% of all renters, would be 
willing to compromise and accept a basement apartment for other features. 
About half of these renters were single renters who would trade-off an upper 
Floor for a lower rent and access to a yard. The other renters in this group 
were primarily married couples, most with children, who would trade-off an 
upper floor for a larger unit and lower rent. 


Renters in the potential demand group also constitute a potential source of 
Supply of rental units when they become homeowners; 51% of these renters in 
Toronto and North York, and 69% in Kingston intended to buy within the next 3 
years. About 1/3 of the would-be owners would consider renting out a room 
when they purchased their home; more (40%-50%) would consider converting. 
Consideration of such options generally increased if financial resources were 
a constraint on purchase intentions. Although attitudes toward supplying 
rental accommodation were generally quite positive, few renters would consider 
stretching their budgets in order to buy a larger house which already had an 
apartment which could be rented. In Toronto and North York, 27% of renters 
would consider this option; in Kingston, 17%. 


Even though a gap can be assumed to exist between intentions and actions, new 
home buyers can be considered as an important source of rental accommodation. 
Many obstacles would, however, have to be overcome in order to realize that 
potential, not the least of which are the very preferences they themselves 
express in renting an apartment in a house. 
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2.0 TORONTO AND NORTH YORK RENTERS 


Information from Toronto and North York renters was obtained in two stages: 


a screening questionnaire was administered by telephone to 504 randomly 
chosen renters living in Toronto and North York. Renters receiving 
government assistance with their rental payments were excluded from the 
Study. The overall objectives of the first stage of the study were 
essentially to identify renters who had a high propensity to rent 
accommodation in a house as opposed to an apartment building; ji.e., to 
establish the basic characteristics of households who constitute the 
ootential demand for converted units or rooms in owner-occupied houses; 


the second stage consisted of in-depth personal interviews with 154 
housenolds who responded to the initial screening questionnaire. The 
purpose of these interviews was to odtain more detailed information on 
nousing preferences, especially those pertaining to renting converted units 
or purchasing a house with conversion potential. 


2.1 Renter Types 


The analysis of the screening questionnaire resulted in the identification of 
two major groups of renters: those with a high preference for renting an~ 
apartment in a house and those with a low preference for renting an apartment 
in a house. Households in eacn group were furtner distinguished by whether or 
not they perceived any disadvantages in renting in a house = as 
opposed to renting in an apartment building. The resulting four types of 
renter nousenolds were as follows: 


High Preference Renters 


- TYPE ONE - households with a high preference for renting in a house; 
both advantages and disadvantages of renting in a house 
were mentioned by these renters; 

=-' TYPE? TWO - households with.a high preference for renting in a house; 
only advantages of renting in a house were mentioned; 


Low Preference Renters 


- TYPE THREE - households with a low preference for renting in a house; 
these households had no opinion as to the advantages or 
disadvantages of renting in a nouse; 

- TYPE FOUR - households with a low preference for renting in a house; 
only disadvantages were mentioned. 


Tne general characteristics of these renter types are presented below. 
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2.1.1 High Preference Renters (55%) 


TYPE ONE (30%) 


TYPE TWO (25%) 


average length of residency 34 VIS 3.4 yrs 
average household size 1.9 persons 2.4 persons 
average age of household head 36 years 36 years 
marital status - single 60% 37% 

- married 29% 50% 

- other 11% 14% 
median household income $29,000. $28,000. 
more than one income 48% 58% 


TYPE ONE and TYPE TWO renters are quite similar in their general household 
characteristics. Both are in their mid-30's, have been living at their 
present address for 3 or 4 years, and earn slightly less than $30,000 a year. 
The major difference between these two types is that TYPE ONE renters tend to 
consist of single or unmarried persons, whereas TYPE TWO renters are more 
likely to be married couples, mostly without children. 


TYPE ONE (30%) TYPE TWO (25%) 


Present Unit Characteristics 


building type - apt. bldg. 66% 57% 
- house 34% 43% 
number of bedrooms - bachelor 7% 4% 
- one bedroom 39% 35% 
- two bedrooms 37% 40% 
- threet+ bedrooms 17% 22% 

average monthly rent $463. $4338. 


The major difference between the two renter types in the nigh preference group 
in terms of tneir present rental accommodation is that TYPE TWO renters, those 
who saw only advantages of renting in a house, are somewhat more likely to 
already be renting an apartment in a house. TYPE TWO households were also 
paying slightly less rent than TYPE ONE households, even though the 
distribution of unit sizes was quite similar in tne two types. 
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Attitudes TYPE. ONE (30%) TYPE WwO(252) 
rented in house before 48% 42% 
building preference - house 70% 86% 

- apartment building 25% 10% 
advantages of a house 99% 100% 
- access to yard 36% 30% 
- more "home-like" 30% 21% 
- more privacy 20% 26% 
- grade access 20% 14% 
- more sociable 20% 14% 
disadvantages of a house 100% 0% 
- less privacy 21% - 
- poorer maintenance 20% - 
- more noise 10% - 
- more expensive 12% - 
- landlord problems 12% - 


overall rating of unit types (1 = high) 
- apt. in aptartment building 2 
- apt. in owner-occupied house ee 
- apt. in converted house if 
- sharing house with friends 2 
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The major factor distinguishing renter types is their attitude to renting in a 
house as opposed to renting in an apartinent building. Overall, TYPE TWO 
renters have a higher preference for renting in a house; 42% of these 
housenolds had rented in a house prior to moving to their present 
accommodation. The major advantages mentioned by TYPE TWO renters of renting 
in a house are access to a yard, more privacy, and a more “home-like” 
ambience. In terms of their choices in rental accommodation, most TYPE TWO 
renters would prefer to live in a house that was totally converted into 
apartments; i.e., absentee landlord. 


Second choice for most would be an apartment in an owner-occupied house. 
Sharing a house with friends would, however, be the least preferred type of 
accommodation for these renters. 


TYPE ONE renters also have a strong preference for renting in a house; almost 
1/2 (48%) had rented in a nouse before. The advantages of renting in a house 
for this renter type were similar to those mentioned by TYPE TWO renters; 
j.e., access to a yard, ambience, orivacy. TYPE ONE renters, however, also 
Saw disadvantages of renting in a house. Most frequently mentioned were less 
privacy and poorer maintenance. First choice for these households in terms of 
rental unit type would be an apartment in a totally converted house. Second 
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choice would be an apartment in an apartment building. Living in an apartment 
1m an owner-occupied house or sharing an entire house with friends were 
generally the least preferred choices. 


Overall, renters with a high preference for renting in a house were not 
pleased with renting; i.e., 


TYPE ONE TYPE TWO 
pleased with renting and will continue to rent 35% 32% 
not pleased with renting and will buy a home 
within the next three years 22% 24% 
not pleased with renting, but must continue 
to rent 40% 41% 


Only about 1/3 of this renter group was happy to stay a renter. About 1/3 of 
these renters honed to buy a home within the next three years; preferably an 
older home (63%) located in the city (61%). 


2.1.2 Low Preference Renters (45%) 


Household Characteristics TYPE JTHREE _(162).6ePYPE. ROURINIZ92) 
average length of residency 5.0 years 5 het ears 
average household size 2.3 persons 2.2 persons 
average age of housenold nead 46 years 44 years 
marital status - single 45% 38% 

- married 36% 42% 

- other 19% 20% 
median household income $21,000. $24,000. 
more tnan one income 47% 45% 


The two renter types in the low preference group are also generally quite 
similar in their household characteristics. Most are in their mid-40's, have 
been living at their present address for 5-6 years, and have incomes in the 
low $20's. Renters in this group tend to be two person households and mostly 
unmarried. 
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Present Unit Characteristics TYPE THREE (loz)  TYPEIEOURT G24 a) 
building type - apt. building 79% 82% 
- house 21% 18% 
number of bedrooms - bachelor 10% - 5% 
- one bedroom 29% 37% 
- two bedrooms 42% 40% 
- threet+ bedrooms 19% 18% 
average monthly rent $3) 02 $37.5. 


Most low preference renters live in an apartment building. Average rents paid 
by the two types of renters in this group are quite similar. They are, 
nowever, considerably less than the rents naid by high preference renters, 
even though the distribution of apartment sizes is similar. The difference in 
rents between the two groups may be the age of the buildings or rent control. 
This information, however, was not obtained from tne questionnaire. 


Attitudes TYPE THREE (16%) TYPE FOUR (29)% 
rented in nouse before 22% 28% 
building preference - house 25% 12% 

- apt. building 56% 81% 
advantages of a house % 3% 
- less privacy - 51% 
- landlord problems - 20% 
- poorer maintenance - 11% 


overall rating of unit types (1 = high) 
- apt. in apt. building 1 
- apt. in owner-occupied house 2 
- apt. in converted nouse ap 
- sharing house with friends a 


TYPE THREE renters had generally little to say about the advantages or 
disadvantages of renting an apartment in a house; about 20% did not even have 
a preference in building type. Overall, though, TYPE THREE renters rated 
renting an apartment in an apartment building as their most preferred choice. 
All other options were given low rating. 


TYPE FOUR renters were better able to express their opinions. Over 80% 
preferred renting in an apartment building. All renters in this type saw 
disadvantages of renting in a house. Disadvantages mentioned were similar to 
those mentioned by TYPE ONE renters, Dut much more frequently; i.e., less 
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privacy, landlord problems, and poorer upkeep. Most preferred in terms of 
rental unit types was renting in an apartment building. Renting in a 
converted nouse was the second choice for most TYPE FOUR renters. Renting in 
dan owner-occupied house or sharing a house with friends were the least 
preferred options. 


Renters with a low preference for renting in a house were generally more 
pleased about their present tenure than nigh preference renters; j.e., 


TYPE STHR EE aie iP e shOUR 


pleased with renting and will continue to rent 49% 50% 
not pleased with renting and will buy a home 

within the next three years 19% 14% 
not pleased with renting, but must continue 

to rent 32% 36% 
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About 25% of the renters in the low preference group had some intention of 
buying a home within the next few years. As with the high preference group, 
most of these renters (51%) preferred to buy a home in the city, but wanted a 
new home (57%) instead of a resale home. 


2.2 Selection for Follow-Up 


Based on the results of the screening questionnaire, renter housenolds from 
the high preference group who were not living in a house were chosen for 
interviewing in the follow-up stage. It was assumed that this renter group 
represented the primary demand segment for rental accommodation in the form of 
converted units. Approximately 25% of the sample for re-interviewing was 
drawn from high preference renters who were already renting in a house. These 
renters were included to see if any significant differences were evident in 
rental unit preferences. The subsequent analysis, however, showed no 
significantcdi ferences .1n pre; erences tonexi st. 


In total, 154 households were interviewed in the follow-up. The results of 
these interviews are summarized in the following section in terms of: 


household characteristics; 

present dwelling unit characteristics; preferences in converted unit 
rental accommodation; 

preferences in home purchase. 
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3.0 DEMAND CHARACTERISTICS - TORONTO AND NORTH YORK 


The major objective in the second stage of the Toronto and North York study of 
renters was to establish the nature and characteristics of the demand for 
rental accommodation located in a house. Of specific interest were: 


. household characteristics of the demand group; 

. preferences in various factors associated with 
converted units; 

. preferences in various factors associated with 
home purchase, especially the potential to rent 
out space. 


The results of the 154 interviews conducted with renters in the potential 
demand group for converted units are presented below. 


3.1 Household Characteristics 


household size  - one person 34% 
- two persons 42% 
- three+ persons 24% 
children in nouse 20% 
average age of household head 38 years 
marital status - single 53% 
- married 36% 
- other 12% 
housenold income - under $15,000. 18% 
- $15 - $30,000. 34% 
- $30 - $45,000. 32% 
- over $45,000. 16% 


Renters who constituted the potential demand for converted units tend to be 
unmarried persons in their mid to late 30's, either living alone or with 
another unmarried person. Few of these households have children. Average 
housenold income, with more than one income included in about nalf (52%) of 
the nouseholds, is $29,000. 


Most households are living in one or two bedroom units at present (67%) and 
paying rent of around $400. per month. 8y and large, these housenolds are at 
least somewhat satisfied with their present unit (93%). The amount of space 
in their apartment is sufficient for most (73%), rent is affordable (84%), and 
location is all right (81%). About 70% of these renters have at least one 
vehicle in the household, and almost all households (92%) have provisions for 
oarking included with their unit. 
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Despite the generally few complaints about their present unit, 34% of 
households have intentions of moving within the next year or so. The average 
length of residence at their present address is about 3 years, so these 


mobility intentions are generally in keeping with historical norms of one move 
every 5 years. 


3.2 Preference in Converted Units 


Slightly over 1/3 (38%) of the potential demand group who were presently 
living in an apartment building had rented in a house before. For the most 
part, this had been a self-contained apartment in a house; 32% had rented just 
a room in a house. About 1/4 of those renting in an apartment building had 


rented an entire house either by themselves (14%) or by sharing the rent with 
friends (13%). 


Few of the demand group (14%) saw any advantages in renting just a room in a 
house. Those who did see an advantage mentioned the lower rental costs 
associated with renting just a room. Most of the demand group saw only 
seat a bk especially in terms of lack of privacy (54%) and insufficient 
space (50%). 


Renters in the potential demand group were asked to rate the importance of a 
number of factors thought to be of importance in deciding whether or not to 
rent an apartment in a house. The average ratings given to these factors were 
as follows: 


Factor Or Attribute Average Rating 
(7 = HIGH) 

whether or not the apartment nad its own 

private bath and kitchen 6.6 
location: 7.e. suburbs Vs~> erty. Asi 
monthly rental costs a A 
nrovision of a private, separate entry aa 
location in the house; 71.e. basement vs. 

upper floor Sel 
number of bedrooms 5) 
availability of parking 4.4 
access to backyard 3.9 
whether or not the landlord lived in the house 

or elsewhere BR 2 


The nature of these attributes or factors which could be used to describe an 
apartment in a house were, for the most part, very important to the demand 


group in terms of deciding whether or not to rent a particular converted 
unit. Factors such as whether or not the apartment nad its own bdath and 
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kitchen were considered crucial; location and rent were considered by most to 
be of very great importance. Having a separate entry, location of the unit in 
the house, and number of bedrooms were generally considered very important. 
Of lesser importance were tne availability of parking, having access to the 
backyard and the presence of a landlord in the house. 


In order to establish the relative importance placed on some of these factors 
by the potential demand group, respondents were asked to rank, in order of 
their preference, nine aiternative descriptions of rental accommodations 
provided in a house (SEE FIGURE 1). Descriptions in these alternatives varied 
in terms of: 


number of bedrooms; i1.e., 1,2, or 3 bedrooms; 

location of the unit; i.e., basement, main floor or upper floor; 

monthly rent; i.e., high or low for a given number of bedrooms($200. or 
$300. for a one bedroom; $400. or $500. for a two bedroom; $600. or $700. 
for a three bedroom); presence or absence of a landlord in the house; 
availability of parking on the street or lot or no parking; 

orivate or common, shared entry; 

access or non-access to a yard. 


The alternatives were developed as fractional factorial designs, so tnat the 
main effects of the seven factors on unit preferences could be measured. The 
actual estimation of the importance placed on these factors was by OLS ~ 
(ordinary least squares) with regression coefficients taken as the measure of 
importance. 


On the basis of individual importance weights given to the seven factors, the 
demand group was segmented into 5 homogenous groups; i.e., renters in each 
group being similar in the importance placed on various factors. Some 
important differences in unit preferences emerged from this analysis. 


Preference Group One (25%) 

As was seen in the description of the importance rating of attributes 
associated with a rental unit in a house, number of bedrooms, location in the 
nouse, and rent were judged as being very important by most renters. The 
preferences of renters in group one were, however, most influenced by location 
of the unit in the house; i.e., basement, main floor or second floor. Number 
of bedrooms, rent, and other factors are, of course, important, but location 
in the house is of overriding importance. The importance placed on the 
various factors by this group were as follows: 
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ABSENTEE HIGHER 
FACTOR: NO. OF BDRMS. FLR. LANDLORD PVT. ENTRY YARD RENT PARKING 


WEIGHT: -0.43 1.43 OUS2 -9.14 f50r > Oaws 0.24 
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In general, rental unit preferences of this group are: 


an upper floor, 2 or 3 bedroom unit; 
access to the yard; 

narking on-street or on the lot; 

an absentee landlord. 


This group would trade-off a higher rent and, to a lesser extent, number of 
bedrooms, and a private entry in order to nave an upper floor apartment. 


Renters in this group tend to be singles sharing a 2 bedroom apartment, paying 
an average rent of $440 a month. 


Preference Group Two (18%) 


Renters in the second preference group place the most importance on number of 
bedrooms, location in the house, and parking availability; i.e., 


ABSENTEE HIGHER 
FACTOR: NO. OF BDRMS. FLR. LANDLORD PVT SENTRY® YARDio (RENT PARKING 


WEIGHT: 2520 ie 0.05 -2 04 =2130 « (uot) Oaegel os 


Based on the factor weights or coefficients, preferences of this group in 
terms of an apartment in a house are: 


a 2 or 3 bedroom unit on the upper floor of a house; 

a lower monthly rent of $400. or $600. a month, depending on number of 
bedrooms ; 

parking available on-street or on the lot. 


Trade-offs that would be made for this type of accommodation are taking a 
common, snared entry and no access to the yard. Tne presence or absence of 
a landlord makes little difference to overall preference. 


Renters in this group tend to be singles sharing one or two bedroom apartments 
or married couples. About 1/3 have children, and 25% are dissatisified with 
their apartment; space seems to be a problem. Average rent is the 
highest of any group at $490. a month. 


Preference Group Three (25%) 
The third preference group consists of renters who also place much importance 


on location of the apartment in the house. Other factors, including number of 
bedrooms, are of less importance; j.e., 
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ABSENTEE HIGHER 
FACTOR: NO. OF BDRMS. FLR. LANDLORD PYT SENTRY. YARD SSRENE PARKING 


WEIGHT: rou) 1s 0.93 -0.78 0.24 0.54 -2.03 
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Most preferred type of accommodation by this group would be: 


a one or two bedroom apartment located on the second floor; 
an absentee landlord; 
access to the yard. 


Factors that would be trade-offs in order to get this type of an apartment, 
especially on an upper floor, are availability of parking, a private entry, 
and higner rent. 


Households in this group can be characterized as singles living in one 
bedroom apartments. Average monthly rent being paid by this group is 
$390. About 38% of these renters do not have a car. 


Preference Group Four (14%) 


There are two groups of renters who do not place as high a degree of 
importance on location of the apartment in a house as do other groups. The 
first of these, group four, only places a major importance on access to a 
yard. Other factors are of much lesser importance; i.é¢., 


ABSENTEE HIGHER 
FACTOR: NO. OF BDRMS. FLR. LANDLORD PY ENTRY tARD RENT PARKING 
WEIGHT: 0.58 0.64 -0.53 -0.89 2.ol =-O94 8 Ora 
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The type of rental unit preferred by this group of renters is: 


an apartment witn a yard to which they would have access; 
a one or two bedroom unit on an upper floor; 
a lower rent of $200. or $400. a montn, depending on number of bedrooms. 


Renters would trade-off parking, an absentee landlord, and a private entry in 
order to live in a house with a garden. 


Most housenolds in this group consist of singles renting a one-bdedroon 
apartment for $300. a month; 40% of these renters do not have a car. 
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Preference Group Five (19%) 


The other renter group who did not place much importance on apartment 
location in house was the fifth preference group. Most important to this 
group was number of bedrooms and rental costs; i.e., 


Sa ABSENTEE HIGHER 
FACTOR: NO. OF BDRMS. FLR. LANDLORD PVT. ENTRY YARD RENT PARKING 
WEIGHT: 2.49 0.0 =162/ 05 /S8.% =O0s25y— 09-1599 37 


Renters in this group prefer the following type of unit: 


a two, preferably three, bedroom unit; 
a lower rent of $400. or $600. a month; 
parking on the lot or on-street; 

a private, separate entry. 


Most households in this group are married couples; half have children, so 
the space is needed. In order to get a larger unit at a lower rent, most 
of these households are willing to put up with a landlord in the house and 
even live in the basement. Some would even go so far as depriving their 
children of a yard to play in! 


Renters in this group are living in a 2 or 3 bedroom apartment and paying 
an average of $460. a month. Most (75%) have cars. 


3.3 Home Purchase Preferences 


Approximately 1/3 of the renters originally interviewed expressed an 
intention to purchase their own house within the next three years. Home 
purchase intentions were further “explored in the interviews with the 
potential demand group for converted units. The objective was primarily to 
assess the potential of this group to eventually supply new rental units 
when they became owners. The propensity of these renters to Ddecome landlords 
does not, of course, indicate the total supply potential of converted units on 
the parts of renters as a whole. The potential demand group only constitutes 
about 1/2 of the renters in Toronto and Nortn York. 


The desire to own a home on the part of the potential demand group was quite 
high. Fully 1/2 of these renters want to buy a home within the next few 
years. However, only about 1/4 (23%) think that they will actually be able 
to do so. Lack of financial resources is a constraint to the rest of the 
would-be homeowners. 
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Renters were presented with a number of options in home purchases which could 
help them with their financial constraints. These options involved obtaining 
additional resources from renting space in the nouse they would buy. Response 
to renting out an apartment in a house was generally more favourable than 
renting out a room; j.e., 


would buy a house with a private apartment 


which could be rented 70% 
would buy a house and convert space into 

an apartment for rent 57% 
would buy a house and rent out a room San 
would buy a house with another couple 

or person 28% 


The major reason given for not considering these options was the reduction in 
privacy resulting from such living arrangements. This was especially the case 
in renting out a room or buying a house with another couple or person. Being 
a co-buyer was also seen as Deing too complicated. 


Renters who had no financial constraints and who intended to purchase within 
the next few years were also asked if they would consider renting out when ~- 
they became owners; 1.@., 


if you were to buy, would you ever yes 29% 
consider renting out a room? no 56% 

depends 15% 
if you were to buy, would you ever yes 45% 
consider converting space into an no 40% 
apartment and renting it out? depends 15% 


The potential for becoming a landlord, even on the part of renters who 
mentioned no financial problems, is quite good; almost 1/2 would consider 
converting. Undecided responses were mainly dependent on whether or not the 
money was needed or space in the house was available, or in the case of 
renting a room, whether a friend needed a place to stay. 


Although response to converting and renting out was generally positive, it is 
unlikely that most renters would use potential rental income to stretch their 
house buying dollar. Only about 1/4 (27%) would buy a larger, more expensive 
house and rent part of it out instead of buying a smaller, less expensive 
nouse. 
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Preferences in home buying were further probed by asking renters to rank a 
number of alternative descriptions of homes (SEE FIGURE 2). The alternatives 
varied in terms of a number of factors thought to be of importance to the home 
buying decision; ji.e., 


age of the house; j.e., resale or new 
type of house; i.e., attached or detached 
style of house; i.e., bungalow or 2-storey 
location; ive. ; city or suburbs 
price which was associated with size and rental potential; 
10. ,)., $90,000.44 500:sat ft. = no potential 
$100,000. - 2,000 sq. ft. - has potential 
$110,000. - 2,000 sq. ft. - has apartment 


These alternatives, as was the case with the rental alternatives, were 
developed as fractional factorial designs. Estimation of the weights or 
importance assigned by respondents to each of the five factors was also as 
before. 


Analysis of the ‘importance' weights resulted in the identification of 5 
homogeneous groups based on their preferences in home buying. These groups 
nad little overlapping membership with the groups which arose from the 
analysis of rental preferences. 


Preference Group Six (20%) 


Renters in preference group six, the first of the housing preference groups, 
tend to be unmarried individuals (65%) in their early 40's. Their average 
household income is relatively low at $20,000. a year. Slightly less than 
half (44%) intend to buy a home within the next few years and only about 1/3 
(36%) of these renters think they will have the financial resources to do so. 


FIGURE 2. ALTERNATIVES 
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older, detached 
l-storey house 


located in the 
suburbs 


size 1,500. sc ft: 
price $90,000 


has no potential) 
for renting out 
an apartment 
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Size W500 sq.ft. 
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hes no potential 
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Most important to renters in this preference group, in terms of housing 
attributes, are age, location, and size; ij.e., 


ES 
SSE 


FACTOR: RESALE ATTACHED 2-STOREY CITY SiZE APT. FOR RENT 
WEIGHT: 2.04 -1.96 OeO5 =Lai3 side Ey -1.42 


TO 


Renters in this group would prefer to buy the le eee type of house as 
described by the factors which were analysed: 


a detached, older suburban home; 

a larger, 2,000 sq. ft. home which has at least the potential for 
conversion; 

a 2-storey house, although preference for this is not strong. 


Paying more for a house with an apartment would not interest most renters in 
this group. Although about 1/2 would consider buying a house with an 
apartment, only 17% would be willing to stretch in order to buy such a nouse. 


Preference Group Seven (21%) 


Over 1/2 the renters in this group (55%) intend to buy a home in the next few 
years, and 2/3 of these households think they will be able to do so. Renters 
in this group are generally quite receptive to the idea of supplementing 
income by renting out part of one's house, and the importance placed on the 
various factors supports their opinions; i.e., 


FACTOR: RESALE ATTACHED 2-STOREY GUY SIZE APT. FOR RENT 
WEIGHT: Laks L 4,6 0.09 -0.18 Q.10 Ass) 


The factor most important to preference in home purchase is whether or not the 
house nas an apartment whicn could be rented out. In general, renters in this 
preference group prefer the following type of house: 


a larger, older home wnich has an apartment which can be rented out. 


These renters would be willing to trade-off a detached house and, to a lesser 
extent, a city location in order to buy their preferred house. 


This group of renters consisted primarily of unmarried persons sharing an 
apartment (67%). Household income was the highest of any group at $38,000. a 


year. 
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Preference Group Eight (11%) 


The third home buying preference group was also made up of renters who were 
receptive to renting out space in a home. Renters in this group had a 
relatively high proportion of married couples (46%) and housenolds with 
children (56%). Almost 70% of tnis group wanted to buy, but only 1/3 were not 
constrained by finances. For most of these households, using part of a house 
as rental space was an acceptable way of assisting the financing of a home 
purchase. 


Important housing characteristics for these renters were age and style of 
nome; Wea5 
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FACTOR: RESALE ATTACHED 2-STOREY Clit SLLe APT. FOR RENT 
WEIGHT: 1.50 -0.6/7 -2.58 0.92 9.42 0.58 


The most preferred type of house would be: 
an older detacned bungalow located in the city. 


These potential buyers would be somewhat willing to buy a larger house with 
conversion potential or one that had already been converted, in order to get 
into a home of their own. 


Renters in this preference group were mostly in their mid 30's. Average 
housenold income was relatively low at $26,000. a year. 


Preference Group Nine (11%) 


The remaining two home purchase preference groups were generally not as 
receptive to the idea of using rental income in order to assist in the home 
purchase. Almost 1/2 (48%) had intentions of buying, and most (57%) thought 
they would be able to buy. Only 29%, however, would stretch in order to buy a 
larger home with an apartment. Households in this group tended to De 
unmarried renters (71%), mostly living alone. Average household income was 
$28,000. 


Preferences in housing were not as strong in this group as in others; i.e., 


FACTOR: RESALE ATTACHED 2-STOREY Pa ba Sie APT. FOR RENT 
WETGHT : 0.83 -0.73 -0.63 -0.98 0.20 -1.20 
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Housing preferred by this group can generally be described as an: 


older detached bungalow. 


There is some preference for a larger house but not one whicn would have an 
apartment. Renters are willing to trade-off a preferred city location in 
order to get the type of house they want. 


Preference Group Ten (25%) 


Renters in the last preference group to be considered are also not terribly 
receptive to the idea of renting out space to assist their home purchase 
payments. Although about 1/2 would consider converting only 10% would stretcn 
to buy a larger house which would have a converted unit in it. The importance 
attached to a larger house by this group is generally quite low; i.e., 


FACTOR: RESALE ATTACHED 2-STOREY Cat SOZE APT. FOR RENT 
WEIGHT: Loos he as) -0.48 0263) a02 16 0.02 
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Tne type of housing preferred by this group can be described as being older 
bungalows or one-storey houses. Renters in this group would be willing to 
accept an attached house and a smaller house, and give up a preferred suburban 
location in order to become an owner. 


Households in this preference group can generally be described as unrelated 
singles sharing an apartment. Average age of these renters is 36 years; 
average household income, $31,000. 
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4.0 KINGSTON RENTERS 


A random sample of 100 renters was interviewed by telepnone in Kingston in 
order to provide a comparison between a smaller Ontario municipality and Metro 
Toronto, in terms of potential demand for converted units in owner-occupied 
homes. The questionnaire used in Kingston was an amalgamation of the 
screening and follow-up questionnaires used in_ Toronto. Questions on 
trade-offs were, however, not included due to the use of telephone 
interviewing. Renters receiving government assistance in meeting their 
nousing costs were also excluded from the Kingston survey. 


4.1 Renter Types 


Kingston renters were classified, similar to Toronto and North York renters, 
into two major groups; those with a high preference for renting an apartment 
in a house, and those with a low preference for renting an apartment in a 
house. Renters in each of these groups were also further segmented in terms 
of advantages and disadvantages seen in renting a house. The resulting four 
renter types were essentially the same as those identified -in’ the 
Toronto/North York survey; i.e., . 


High Preference Renters 


TYPE ONE - households with a high preference for renting an apartment in a 
house; both advantages and disadvantages of this type of 
accommodation were seen by these renters; 

TYPE TWO - housenolds with a high preference for renting in a house, but 
who mentioned only the advantages; 


Low Preference Renters 

TYPE THREE - renters with a low preference for renting in a house; no 
opinions were offered as to the advantages or disadvantages of 
renting in a house; 


TYPE FOUR - renters with a low preference for renting in a house and who 
mentioned only the disadvantages. 


General housenold characteristics and attitudes of these renter types are 
discussed below. 
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4.1.1. High Preference Renters (51%) 


Household Characteristics 


TYPE ONE (25%) 


TYPE TWO (26%) 


average length of residency 1.5 years 1.7 years 
average nousenold size 2.4 persons 2.5 persons 
average age of household head 32 years 32 years 
marital status - single 56% 50% 

- married 36% 42% 

- other 8% 8% 
median household income $17,000 $14,000. 
more than one income 35% 68% 


The two types of high preference housenolds are quite similar in terms of 
their general household characteristics. Both tend to be in their early 30's, 
living with another person or their spouse and earning relatively modest 
incomes. About 30% of these households have children. 
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Present Unit Characteristics TYPE ONE (25%) TYPE TWO (26%) 


building type - apt. building 52% 46% 
- house 48% 54% 
number of bedrooms - bachelor 8% 4% 
- one bedroom 28% 19% 
- two bedrooms 43% 39% 
- threet+ bedrooms 16% 38% 

average monthly rent $300. $35. 


Most renters in the high preference group are presently in two or three 
bedroom units; about 1/2 are renting in an apartment building. TYPE TWO 
renters are slightly more likely to be living in larger apartments even though 
household size of the two types is similar. 
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Attitudes TYPE ONE (25%) TYPE TWO (26%) 
rented in house before 36% 19% 
building preference - house 60% 85% 

- apt. building 40% : 12% 
advantages of a house 100% 100% 
- more privacy 59% 60% 
- more ‘home-like! 41% 28% 
- access to a yard 21% 36% 
- more sociable 27% 12% 
disadvantages of a house 100% 0% 
- poorer maintenance 36% ~ 
- lack of facilities 40% ~ 
- more expensive 15% - 
- less privacy 15% - 
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The major distinguishing factor between the two high preference renter types 
is whether or not disadvantages of renting an apartment in a house were 
mentioned. TYPE TWO renters who saw no disadvantages in renting in a house 
were also more likely to prefer living in a house instead of an apartment. 
Advantages of an apartment in a house most frequently mentioned by this renter 
type were more privacy, access to a yard, and a more home-like ambience. 


TYPE ONE renters, who were more likely to have rented in a house before, saw 
both advantages and disadvantages of renting in a house. Although preference 
for a house over an apartment building was relatively high, about 1/3 or so of 
the renters of TYPE ONE mentioned problems of poorer upkeep and fewer 
facilities associated with renting in a house. The advantages of renting in a 
nouse most frequently mentioned were more privacy, a more home-like ambience, 
access to a yard, and a more sociable environment. 


In terms of overall preference in unit type, most high preference renters 
would prefer to live in an apartment in a house that had been totally 
converted. Second choice for most would be to rent in an apartment building. 
Sharing a house with friends was generally the least preferred alternative; 
Teese 
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Preference in Unit Type TYPE ONE TYPE TWO 


apt. in totally converted house ies 
apt. in apt. building an 
apt. in owner-occupied house 250 
sharing house with friends o.U 
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Although few renters in the high preference group admitted to being 
dissatisfied with their present unit (8%) and most felt that the space in 
their apartment was adequate (68%), and rent was affordable (78%), and 
location all right (74%), only about 1/3 (36%) were pleased about renting and 
thought they would continue to rent; i.e., 
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TYPE ONE TYPE TWO 


pleased about renting and will continue 


to rent 36% 31% 
unhappy about renting and will buy within 

next 3 years 20% 42% 
unnappy about renting, but must continue 

to rent 44% 27% 
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TYPE ONE renters would appear to be a much more frustrated group than TYPE TWO 
renters, given that relatively fewer of these renters see the possibility of 
home purchase releasing them from their present situation. 


4.1.2 Low Preference Renters (49%) 


Household Characteristics TYPE THREE (15%) TYPE FOUR (34%) 
average length of residency 2.2 years 1.7 years 
average nousenold size 2.0 persons 2.0 persons 
average age of household head 44 years 43 years 
marital status - single 39% 39% 

- married 46% 39% 

- other 15% 21% 
median nousehold income $24,000. $17,000. 
more than one income 46% 65% 
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Renters in the low preference group vary significantly in some of their 
household cnaracteristics from the renters in the high preference group. To a 
certain extent, these differences parallel those found between the two renter 
groups in Toronto and North York. Renters in the low preference group in 
Kingston tend to be substantially older than the high preference group. The 
average age for this group is 43 years, but this is somewhat misleading since 
most renters tend to be either under 30 or over 50 years of age. Most 
households in this group are unmarried and few (18%) have children, especially 
TYPE FOUR renters. 
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Present Unit Characteristics TYPE THREE@  "PYPECPOUR 

building type - apt. building 53% 70% 

- house 47% 30% 
number of bedrooms - bachelor foc: 0% 

- one bedroom 13% 18% 

- two bedroom 47% 56% 

- threet+ dedroom 33% 26% 
average monthly rent $360. $340. 


Low preference renters tend to live in two or three bedroom units. Average 
rent paid by this group is about $50. more a month than by renters in the high 
preference group. TYPE FOUR renters are the most likely of any group to be 
living in an apartment building. 


Attitudes | TYPE THREE TYPE FOUR 


rented in house before 18% 38% 
building preference - house 40% 15% 

- apt. building 47% 85% 
advantages of a house 0% 0% 
disadvantages of a house 0% 100% 
- less privacy - 39% 
- poorer maintenance - 18% 
- fewer facilities - 138% 


Quite a few (40%) of TYPE THREE renters would prefer renting in a house 
instead of an apartment even though for most who were now living in an 
apartment, this would be a new experience. TYPE FOUR renters definitely 
prefer renting in an apartment building. Tne most frequently mentioned 
disadvantages of renting in a house by these renters were less privacy, poorer 
maintenance and fewer facilities. 


Both renter types in this group tend to rank renting in an apartment duilding 
as the most preferred type of accommodation in comparison to other 
alternatives; i.¢e., 
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Preference in Unit Type Te (Ree eur 


apt. in apt. building 1.3 
apt. in totally converted house La 
apt. in owner-occupied house 2.7 
sharing house with friends 3.4 
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Few renters in the low preference group are dissatisfied with their present 
apartment (6%). The vast majority of renters in this group feel they have 
sufficient space, rent is affordable and location desirable. In contrast to 
the high preference group, over 70% are pleased about renting; i.e., 
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TY PRGGREE TYPELEOUR 
pleased about renting and will 


continue to rent 79% 70% 
unhappy about renting and will 

buy within next 3 years 0% 12% 
unhappy about renting, but must 


continue to rent 21% 18% 


4.2 Demand Group 


Generally speaking, the renter types arising from the analysis of the Kingston 
survey were quite similar to those found in Toronto and North York. In both 
studies, it was found that renters could be almost equally split into two 
groups: a group with a nigh preference for renting in a house, and a group 
with a low preference for renting in a house. Renters in the high preference 
group tend to be younger couples or singles. They generally have ambitions to 
become owners in the near future. Renters in the low preference group tend to 
be older, childless couples or singles who are, for the most part, content to 
continue renting. 


By and large, it can be assumed that most of the demand for rental 
accommodation in houses will come from the high preference group of renters. 
In examining the characteristics of this demand in Kingston, the high 
preference group will be looked at in more detail. Of particular interest is 
the importance attached to specific unit characteristics, and propensity to 
supply rental accommodation if and when a house is purchased. 
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5.0 DEMAND CHARACTERISTICS - KINGSTON 


The potential demand group in Kingston, renters who have a high preference for 
renting an apartment in a house, consitute about 1/2 the renters surveyed. 
Fifty percent of these renters are, however, already renting in a house, 
primarily an apartment in a totally converted detached house.. Almost 1/2 
(49%) of the renters in the potential demand group do, however, intend to move 
from their home within the next year or so. It was, therefore, decided not to 
exclude those already renting in a house since there is a good possibility 
that they would be looking for new accommodation in the near future. 


5.1 Preferences in Converted Units 


Some preferences in renting an apartment in a house have already been looked 
at in the discussion of advantages and disadvantages and overall ranking of 
unit types. Renters in the potential demand group (nigh preference group) 
would generally prefer to live in a house that was totally converted, that is 
no landlord and one which was well kept-up. 


Other factors of importance to the potential demand group were whether the 
apartment nad its own bath and kitchen, monthly rental costs, location, number 
of bedrooms, availability of parking, and on which floor of the house the 
apartment was located on; i.@., 


Very important factors associated with 


renting an apartment in a house Judged very important by: 
private bath and kitchen 94% 
monthly rent 33% 
location 63% 
number of Dedrooms 93% 
availability of parking 57% 
floor of house 51% 
private, separate entry 45% 
access to backyard 32% 
absentee landlord 18% 


A private, separate entry, access to the back yard and whether or not the 
landlord lived in the house were generally judged to be of lesser importance 
by most of tne potential demand group. 


Renters in the potential demand group were also asked if they saw any 
advantages to renting just a room in a house. Response to this was for tne 
most part negative; i.@., 
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Advantage in renting just a room: Yes 21% 


ates 


Only one in five renters saw any advantage; j.e., a room would be less 
expensive. Most renters would, however, not want to rent just a room because 
of insufficient space (31%) and insufficient privacy (33%). 


5.2 Home Purchase Preferences 


About 2/3 (609%) of renters in the potential demand group wanted to buy a home 
witnin the next few years. Preferences in location were more or less split 


between city and suburb. Preference for an older home was slightly higher; 
1.8. 
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locational preference - suburbs 47% 
ACT CY 53% 
age preference - new 39% 
- resale 50% 
- don't know 11% 


Approximately 1/2 (58%) of renters who wanted to buy thought they would be 
able to do so. Others saw financial constraints hindering their home 
ownersnip ambitions. Renters who faced financial constraints were presented 
with a number of options in the form of renting out space wnich would assist 
them in financing a nome. About 1/2 of tnese renters would consider at least 
some of these options; i.e. 
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buy house with an apartment 57% 
buy house and rent a room 29% 
buy house and convert space into apartment 43% 
buy house with another couple 36% 


Most would-be owners facing financial constriants would not consider renting 
out a room in order to supplement their income. Lack of privacy and nassles 
with tenants were seen as major problems. Converting space into an apartment 
was rejected by most because of the expense and reduction in privacy. The 
loss of privacy was seen as the major disadvantage in becoming a co-bDuyer. 


Other renters in the potential demand group were also similar in their 
reaction to some of the above-mentioned options; j.e., 


would consider renting out room 33% 
would consider converting space into apartment 36% 
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Overall, about 50% of renters would consider renting out a room or using space 
in their home, if they were owners. Only 20% of renters would, however, opt 


for buying a larger, more expensive house with an apartment which could be 
rented instead of a smaller, less expensive house. 
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6.0 PART THREE: IMPLICATIONS 


The study of renters in Toronto, North York and Kingston has a number of 
implications for assessing the potential demand for rental accommodation in 
houses and for the potential of encouraging new home buyers to provide rental 
accommodation. These implications are discussed below in terms of: 


potential market demand for rental units in houses; 
preferred characteristics of such units; 
potential supply of rental space by prospective homeowners. 


6.1 Potential Market Demands 


In all three municipalities, potential demand for rental accommodation in a 
house was quite similar. Overall, about 1/2 of all renters can be considered 
as constituting the potential demand group. When renters who are already 
renting in a house are excluded, potential demand still remains a respectable 
25%. These proportions were essentially identical for all three 
municipalities. 


Most of the demand comes from renters who have some intention to buy their own 
home in the near future. Renters who are not interested in renting in a house 
tend to prefer renting instead of owning. This difference is somewhat more 
pronounced in Kingston than in Toronto and North York. 


Households in the potential demand group in Toronto tend to be either singles 
sharing an apartment or childless, married couples. Average age is around 36 
years and household income somewhat above the average for renters at $29,000. 
In Kingston, renters in the demand group tend to be similar in household 
composition, but somewhat younger with an average age of 32 and witn lower 
incomes ($15,000.). 


Potential demand groups are generally satisfied with their present apartments 
(but not with renting). Preferences for renting in a house are, therefore, 
not so much associated with "push factors" from their present home, but rather 
the "pull" of the perceived advantages of renting in a house. 


6.2 Preferred Unit Characteristics 


Although substantial demand exists for renting in a house, demand for specific 
types of accommodation is much more limited. Few renters in any of the 
municipalities surveyed would consider renting just a room or sharing the rent 
of a house with friends. Tne preferred choice for most of the demand grouns 
is renting a self-contained apartment in a totally converted nouse. Only 22% 
of the potential demand group in Toronto and North York and 16% in Kingston 
would prefer to rent in an owner-occupied house. 


The analysis of unit preference was considerably more extensive in Toronto and 
North York than in Kingston. In Toronto and Nortn York, it was found that 
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most renters place a strong importance on where the apartmenmt is located in 
the house. Upper floors, not basements are the most preferred choice and very 
important in the rental decision. Renters generally would consider 
trading-off such important features as a private, separate entry or a higher 
rent in order to get an upper floor apartment with the desired number of 
bedrooms. 


Only two types of renters were found who were willing to trade-off an upper 
floor apartment for otner, more important features. A proportion of single 
renters now living in one bedroom apartments would be willing to accept a 
basement apartment for access to a yard and a lower rent. This group 
constituted about 14% of the potential demand segment. The other group of 
renters placed the most importance on number of bedrooms. These renters were 
primarily married couples, about 1/2 with children. 


In order to get a larger unit, a basement unit would be considered. Renters 
in this category made up 19% of the potential demand group. 


6.3 Rental Unit Supply Potential 


Renters in the potential demand segment for rental accommodation in a house 
also constitute a potential source of supply of such units when they become 
homeowners. Purcnase intentions were relatively high amongst the demand 
group; 51% in Toronto and North York and 69% in Kingston intended to buy - 
within the next 3 years. 


Attitudes toward supplying rental accommodation when they became owners were 
generally quite positive amongst the demand groups. In Toronto and North 
York, 30% of the potential demand group would consider renting out a room if 
they were to buy a house; 50% would consider converting space into an 
apartment. In Kingston, 34% would consider renting a room, and 40% converting 
if they were to buy. Consideration of such options generally increased if 
financial resources were a constraint on purchase intentions. 


Renters in Toronto and North York were also more likely to consider buying a 
larger, more expensive house if it nad an apartment which could be rented 
out, than were the Kingston group (27% vs. 17%, respectively). Considerations 
aside, however, only one group of Toronto and North York renters placed a 
strong importance on buying a house with an apartment in it. This group (21%) 
consisted primarily of unmarried persons sharing an apartment. Home ownership 
sentiments were quite strong in this group of renters. 


If a third to a half of first-time buyers could be encouraged to provide 
rental accommodation in the houses they buy, the potential impact on the 
supply of rental accommodation could be quite significant. In a given housing 
market, this could match the annual supply of new rental units produced. 
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APPENDIX C 


1 Summary of Questionnaire 
-2 Summary of Renter Groups 


.3 Summary of Follow-Up Questionnaire 
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APPENDIX C - 41 - 


C.1 SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE 


TELEPHONE SURVEY ANALYSIS - TORONTO AND NORTH YORK RENTERS 


Q.1 Length of residency (n=503) average 4.4 years 
1. less than 2 years 32% 3. 6 to 10 years 13% 
Posse 40 5avesys 46% 4. over 10 years 9% 


Q.2 Building type (n=503) 


l. apt. bldg./no elevator 16% 4. detached house 12% 
2. apt. bldg./with elevator 54% a OLner % 
3. attached house 16% 


Q.3 Number of bedrooms (n=504) 


1. bachelor/bed-sitting % 4, three bdrm. 15% 
2. One bdrm. 36% 5. fTeuretepdrm. vi 
3. two bdrm. 39% 


Q.4 Share bath/kitchen (n=504) 
1. yes 7% oe no 93% 


Q.5 Rented unit in house before (n=500) 
1. yes 36% 2 ne 64% 


Q.6 (a) Preference in bldg. type (n=504) 


]. house 50% 3. don't know 8% 
Pi, #80E. 4 DiGG: 42% 
(b) Advantages in renting unit in house (n=494) 
1. yes 56% ASMA ATE AA% 
(% OF CASES) 
IF YES: 1. have yard 33% 4. no elevators 17% 
2. more like own home 25% 5. more sociable 16% 
3. more privacy 24% 6. other 50% 
(c) Disadvantages in renting unit in house (n=490) 
1, cy¥es 58% 20 Ac¢d 
(% OF CASES) , 
IF YES: 1. less privacy 35% 4. more noise 10% 
ma 2. less maintenance 16% 5. more expensive 10% 


3. landlord problems 15% 6. other 50% 


igh) Ke 


Q.7 Preference ranking in unit type (n=474) 
by: apts. oi Red bG, Bags hed 3. apt. in converted house 
2. apt. in Owner-occupied house 2.8 4, sharing house with friends 


Q.8 Purchase intentions (n=502) 


1. yes 31% 
2 7ono . 67% 
3. don't know Sy 


(i) IF YES: Area preference 
|]. Suburbs 35% 3. outside Metro 
2. older city area 59% 4, don't know 


(ii) IF YES: Age preference 
1. new home cre! 3. don't know 
2. Old home 53% 


Q.9 (1) Monthly rent (n=448) average $424 


1. under $300 19% 4. $400 - $449 

2. $300 - $349 ee 5. $450 - $499 

3. $350 - $399 18% 6. $500 - $599 

7. $600 and over 
(ji) Pay rent by self (n=489) 

1. yes 72% Lieto 
Q.10 Renting attitude (n=502) 

1. pleased 41% 3. unhappy but stuck 

2. unhappy and will buy 20% 4, pleased and will buy 
Q.11 Household size (n=501) 

]. one person 34% 4. four persons 

2. two persons 36% 5. over four persons 


3. three persons 15% 


Q.12 No. of vehicles (n=503) 


CO 


no cars Con two cars 


be 
2. one. car 50% A. three Or more Cars 


es) 
ou 


o/ 
/o 


o/ 
/o 


10% 


13% 

Z 
12% 
13% 


28% 


WW 


oe. = 


i ee I en A et Oe ey ee 


Q.13 Age of household head (n=490) average 39.7 years 


1. under 25 12% 6. 45-49 5% 
2. 25-29 25% 7. 50-54 6% 
3. 30-34 15% 8. 55-59 70 
4. 35-39 10% 9, 60-64 6% 
5. 40-44 % 10. 65 and over 11% 
Q.14 Marital status (n=498) 
1. single 45% 
2. married 39% 
3. other 16% 
Q.15 Income (n=422) 
1. under $15,000 18% 3. $30 - $45,000 25% 
2. $15 = $30,000 44%, 4. over $45,000 13% 


Q.16 Include income from more than one (n=472) 
1. yes 50% 2. nO 50% 


Q.17 Postal code (n=395) See map. 
1. M5A - M5T (central) 19% 3. M6A - M6R (west) 20% 
2. M4N - M4Y (east) 30% 4. MIL - M3N (north) 31% 


Q.18 Respondent's sex 
1. male 50% 2. female 50% 


i 


1d 


September 13 - 19, 1982 MARKET STUDY - MOMAH/AMO 


FOR EACH COMPLETED INTERVIEW, RECORD: RESPONDENT NAME 


TELEPHONE NUMBER 
TORONTO AND NORTH YORK 


RENTER QUESTIONNAIRE SCREEN 


Q. 1 How long have you been living at your present address? 
(RECORD TO CLOSEST YEARS) 


Q. 2 What kind of a building are you living in at the present 
time? Is it an... 


READ AND 
CIRCLE 
ANSWER 
(1F DUPLEX, 
CIRCLE 3) 
Q. 3 How many bedrooms are in your dwelling? RECORD 


Bedrooms 


Combined bed/sitting- 
room, bachelor unit 


(CODE 1) 


Q. 4 Do you share kitchen or bathroom facilities 
with other households? 


Q. 5 In the past, have you ever rented a flat, suite or 
apartment in a house? 


Q. 6 (a) Supposing for the moment that you are looking for a 
new place to rent, if you had a choice between equal 


sized apartments in a house or in an apartment 
building, both in an area yt you liked, which would 
you prefer to live in? 

ROTATE 


(b) Do you see any major advantages in renting an 
apartment in a house as opposed to renting in 
an apartment building? 


IF YES, ASK: What would those be? 


[fearing Wat wn Heer 
[earners Wain With an weer 
5 


rarer [1 
Prefer Apartment 2 
Building 
Don't Know, 
Depends 


ERG 


a 9 


(c) Do you see any major disadvantages of renting an apartment 


in a house as opposed to renting in an apartment 
building? 


IF YES, ASK: What would those be? 


45 


Q. 7 (i) In terms of your own preference for rental 
accommodation, which would be your first choice 
of the following four alternatives assuming 
rental costs and location were comparable? CHOICE 


(IF REFUSE 3 CHOICES, an apartment in an apartment building Vi 27 
CODE 9 AT POINT OF 
REFUSAL. ) an apartment in an owner-occupied house Ps 2t 
READ ANDO an apartment in a house that was totally 
changed into apartments ct 
REPEAT AS 
sharing the rent for an entire house 
NECESSARY with a number of friends 30 
(ii) What would be your second choice? (READ ONLY REMAINING 3) 
(iii) What would be your third choice? (READ ONLY REMAINING 2 AND RECORD 
LAST CHOICE AS !'4!') 
Q. 8 Do you have any intentions‘to buy a home Y 
within the next three years? Wis : 
oe aaman 
feveme [| 
1F YES, ASK: (i) Would you rather buy a home in the suburbs | 1 
suburbs or a home in an older 
eee |S 
(ii) Would you rather buy a brand 
new home or an older home? 
33 


Q. 9 (i) How much is the monthly rent for your 
present home? (|F REFUSE, CODE 9999) DOLLARS: $ 


(ii) Are you paying the entire amount by yourself? 


Q. 10 Which of the following statements do you feel best 
describe your own situation with regard to renting: 


| am pleased about renting and will continue to rent 


| am unhappy about renting and anticipate purchasing 


my own home in the next three years 


| am unhappy about renting but must continue to rent 


Q. 1] | just have a few more questions. How many people 
including yourself live in your home? RECORD Persons | yo 
Q. 12 How many motor vehicles are there in your household? [vehicles 4/ 
Q. 13 What is the age of the head of your household? Nvears | | | 2,43 
(1F NO HEAD, ASK RESPONDENT'S AGE) 


Q. 14 And what is your marital status? 


DO 

: 
NOT 
READ 44 


Other (Widowed, divorced, 3 
separated) 
Peed 


Q. 


Q. 


Thank you very much. 


15 Was the total 


18 DO NOT ASK: 


IF NO CODE, ASK: 


46 


income before tax of all the 


members of your household over or under 
$30,000 last year? 


IF OVER $30,000, ASK: 


* . : Was it over $45,000? 


F UNDER $30,000, ASK: 


| , 3 Was it over $15,000? 


Does this include income from more than 
one person? 


Could you tell me your postal code? 


Could you then tell me the 
nearest major intersection 
to where you live? 
INTERSECTION: 


AND 


Sex of respondent. 


Those are al] 


CODE 


Over $30,000 ae 
Under $30,000 


ys 


Refuse, don't know 


qoek $45,000 


Under $45,000 zs 
Refuse, don't know co 


Over $15,000 pia 
Under $15,000 
ise eee | 5 


4? 


the questions | have. 


Could | please get your name and telephone number in order that this interview can 
be verified by my supervisor? 


NAME: 


TELEPHONE NUMBER: 


INTERVIEWER NAME: 


| 
wunver [|_| 


5s $9 
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C.2 SUMMARY OF RENTER GROUPS 


2.1 Household Characteristics: 


] 
2 
ae 
“ 


. Marital status - 


. average lenath of residency 
. average household size - persons 


average age of household head 


. household income 


Single 

married 

other 

- under $15,000 
- $15 - $30,000 
- $30 - $45,000 
- over $45,000 


. more than one wage earner - yes 
. sex of respondent - male 


2 Jeune Characteristics: 


: 


. bldg. type - apt.bldg. w/o elevat 


- apt.bldg. w/ elevato 


- attacnec nous? 


- detached house 


. no. ef berms. - bachelor 
- ] bdrm, 
- 2 barm. 
- 3+ ocrm. 
. Share facilities - yes 


average monthly rent 


pay entire rent by self - yes 


HIGH PREFERENCE GROUPS 


or 16% 
r 50% 
22% 
13% 
7% 
39% 
37% 
17% 
6% 
$463 


65% 


ha oer 


Sv4 ZV ESs 

2.4 

SOS ys. 
37% 
50% 
14% 
12% 
45% 
30% 
13% 
58% 
58% 


Ly Pees 
(n=79) 


SU Vr Ss 
Bee 
46 yrs. 
45% 
36% 
19% 
20% 
59% 
12% 
9% 
47% 
43% 


LOW PREFERENCE GROUPS 


TYPE 4 
(n=148) 


Se) VS 
Eee 
44 vrs. 
38% 
42% 
20% 
22% 
467, 
21% 
11% 
45% 
48%, 


BE oP ge 


HIGH PREFERENCE GROUPS LOW PREFERENCE GROU 


pes: WEES TPES TYPE 4 
(n=151) (n=126) (n=79) (n=148) 
Attitudes: 
. rented in a house before - yes 48% 42% 22h 28% 
. bldg. preference - house 70% 86% 05% 12% 
- apt.bldg. Con 10% 56% 81% 
. advantages of house - yes 99% 100% 0% % 
Ce Yes: Syand 36% 30% - - 
ambience 30% 21% - - 
privacy 20% 26% ~ - 
no elevators/grade access 20% 14% - - 
sociable 20% 14% 
. disadvantages of house - yes 100% 0% 0% 100% 
IF VES spel vacy 21% - - 51% 
maintenance 20% - ~ 11% 
landlord problems 10% - - 20% 
noise 12% - - 10 
cost 12% - - % 
. rating of unit type (average) 
= abve th dbtenb Lads Vag 250 1.6 Iroc 
- apt. in owner-occupied house 20 Ce Bes Sal 
- apt. in converted house 1.9 220 235 OMe 
- sharing house with friends rapes: ipo aie Bre 
. purchase intentions - yes 34% 38% 21% 23% 
IF YES: location preference - 
suburbs 35% 35% 38% 32% 
city 65% 57% 43% 56% 
age preference - new 31% 22% 57% 57% 
- resale 64% 61% 33% 37% 
. renting attitude - pleased 35% 32% 49% 50% 
- not pleased and will buy 22% 24% 19% 14% 


- not pleased but must rent 40% 41% 32% 36% 
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C.3 SUMMARY OF FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE: 


TORONTO AND NORTH YORK RENTERS 


(n=154 unless otherwise indicated) 


Building type 


1. apt. bldg./no elevator 13% 5. entire detached house % 
2. apt. bldg/with elevator 63% 6. apt. in detached house 5% 
3. entire attached house 6% 7. other 7 
4. apt. in attached house 6% 


Q.1 Length of residency 
1. less than 2 years 35% 3. 6 to 10 years 13% 
we 2 to. 5 years 44% 4. over 10 years 8% 


Q.2 Number of bedrooms (n=153) 


1. bachelor 122 4. three bedrooms 16% 
2. one bedroom 28% 5. four + bedrooms 5% 
3. two bedrooms 39% 


Q.3 (a) Monthly rent (n=152) 


1. $200 - $300 21% 4. $500 - $600 10% 
2. $300 - $400 32% 5. $600 - $700 3% 
3. $400 - $500 23% 6. over $700 11% 


(b) Pay entire rent by self 
1. by self or with spouse 71% 2. pay with unrelated person 29% 


Q.4 Previous tenure: 


1. rented 71% 
2. owned 12% 
3. other 172 


Daan cena aa a a NRA a 


Q.5 ( 


Q.6 


oP 


wu 
— 
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Satisfaction with present unit 


. very satisfied 51% 
somewhat satisfied 42% 
. adtssatistied % 


Reasons for dissatisfaction (n=11) 


. dislike neighbours afeys 
. poor upkeep ' 33% 
. too crowded 22% 


Have enough space in present unit 


. yes 73% 


Number of vehicles in household 


. none 307% 
. one 53% 


Parking available (n=152) 


. yes 92% 


(more than one response taken) 
4. prefer to own 


5. other 
(n=153) 

2. .no 

3. two 


4. three or more 


Is rent more than can afford (n=153) 


. yes 16% 


Prefer to be living elsewhere in city 


. yes 19% 


Plan to move within next year or so 


ae 
ae 
Sy 


LE 


yes 34% 
no 55% 
don't know ie 


PRESENTLY LIVING IN AN APT. BLDG. 


Ever rented in a house (n=117) 


Im 


ea 
i 


yes 38% 


YES: Type of unit (n=41) 
Self-contained apartment 68% 


Ever rented an entire house (n=117) 


7 
vs 


sf 
~~ 


bee by self 124 
yes, with others 13% 


Zev 
22 10 
one 
2 no 
2. room 
oh 


22% 
44%, 


27% 


84% 


81% 


62% 


32% 
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Q.9 Importance of factors associated with apt. in a house 
IMPORTANCE RATING (7=HIGH) 
AVERRGE) | a nes 4 5 6 7 


(a) location; i.e.suburb vs. city Brey 2% OMSL & “OR Caras eG. 
(b) size; i.e., no. of bedrooms 50 2% 1% % 20% 34% 19% 16% 
(c) monthly rent 5.4 0% % 3% 19% 34% 20% 24% 
(d) parking availability ae 18% wo. “Seely eel ae 
(e) private, separate entry 5. | 2 % % AA IZ iNe ees, 


(f) apt. with pvt. bath and kitchen 6.6 0% to vA > AQG Dies 1 Se 


(g) apt. location; i.e., basement 


VSaUDpei LOO = rio. O12 4 “BE Nee tesco 
(h) access to yard 3.9 OF 13% 19s els ce % 
(i) landlord in house or absentee Sec 21% 19% 22% 513 One ew eo 


Q.10 Preferences of alternatives in renting an apt. in a house (n=126) 


ALTERNATIVE (SEE TEXT FOR DESC. ) 


Preference: A se ree sey ea. (S5e TROT Pe ee ee 
1st hb 0% 2% -16% —AL 10% 122407 mate 
2nd 6% b @% 20% 16% 17% 13% 12% 11% 
3rd 9% 861% » lle “138 13% V1 167 wee 
Ath 6% 10% "4% 11% °17%6 "96 “136 li ee 
5th 12% 13% 7% pb lee 10% Tope ei 
6th 14%. °22% 10Z 7% T48R “11h “82 ei 
7th 16% 13% 17% 10% 642 17% 10% 2% 8% 
8th 1SRe USL Zhe “Sees UTZ Ole FSF 
9th 20% 13% 25% 64 9% 4% 6% O2% 17% 
Average Preference Rank: | : 6.2 6,2 629 3.9.4.8 34.6 456 ee 


NN — 


= 52 = 
Q.11 Advantages in renting just a room in a house 


YES 14% 1. financially cheaper 100% 
2. social aspect appealing 13% 
NO 86% 1. lack of privacy 54% 
2. not enough space 50% 
3. shared facilities inadequate 19% 
4, unsuitable lifestyle 10% 


.12 (a) Want to buy a home within next few years 


iiares 51% 
2. No 45% 
3. Don't know ay 


IF YES/DON'T KNOW: 
(b) Will be able to do so (n=86) 


Laates 45% 
2. No 36% 
3. Maybe/depends 19% 


IF UNABLE OR DEPENDS: 
) Why not/depends on what (n=46) = 
. Financial reasons 100% 


(d) Would do any of the following if affordability helped (n=46) 
(more than one response if NO) 


1. buy house with private apt. for rental 1. yes 70% 
2. NO = “Vacksor privacy 15% 
3. no - other 15% 

2. buy house and rent out room anyes 33 
Zeuno 9 
3: WO\= lack Of ‘privacy 4} % 
4. no - problem tenants 13% 
5. nO. = Ouner 9% 

3. buy house and convert space into apt. leeyes 57% 
2. NOn- 7 lackson DEeivacy 15% 
3. no - problem tenants 9% 
45 eno:'= ‘other 20% 


4. buy house with other couple/person ] 

Ze NOs lack. Of Privacy 40% 
3. no - too comnlicated 26% 
4. no - other 270 


CC ——  ———— ——— 


- 53 - 


epee nanan as Ss ee ee ee ee ee ee ee eee 


Q.13 If were to buy a house, ever consider renting out room (n=112) 


1. yes 29% 
2. no 56% 
3. depends 15% 
IF DEPENDS: On what (n=16) 

1. if needed money 38% 
2. if space available 31% 


3. if friends needed space 31% 


Q.14 If were to buy a house, ever consider converting space into apt. (n=112) 
1}. yes 45% 3. depends 14% 
‘aes iis 40% 4 don't know 1% 


IF DEPENDS: On what (n=17) 

1. if needed money 47% 
2. if space available 4} % 
3. if friends needed space 12% 


Q.15 Would rent out if could afford larger, more expensive home 


1. yes 27% 
Pio 68% 
3% -don. t know 6% 


Q.16 Preferences in alternatives in buying house types (n=127) 
ALTERNATIVES (SEE TEXT FOR DESC.) 


Preference: 1g Cage cone cee ap eee) ee 
ise 5 ep Op. 336 20 ee Oem elo 
2nd % 30% % 13% 10% 14% 15% 12% 
3rd % 134 9% 13% 13% 21% 12% 17% 
4th 152 11% 84 18% 2%. 9% 52 23% 
5th 21% m 12% 7% 18% 9% 12% 14% 
6th 31% P78 AZe b lth Th V3% “Va 
7th 13% 62 21% OF 157) loa eee 


8th We 4% 312 (5% IG 137 5 ae 


Average preference rank | 5.5 "Se2 16.0) 3.2) Suede eae eee 


A ee ee a aia eee 


Q.17(a) Household size 
]. one person 
2. two persons 


(b) Children in house 
Leyes 


(c) IF YES: How many children 
1. one child 
2. two children 
3. three + children 


Q.18 Respondent's sex 
]. male 


Q.19 Original respondent 
]. yes 


ah = a 


93% 


93% 


3. three persons 
4, four + persons 


Man 48) 
2. female 
2. wno 


80% 


47% 


Th 
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a SS SS See 


* Q.8 IF HOME BUYING INTENTIONS (n=57) 


(1) location preference: 1, suburbs 21% 
CECILY 68% 

3, don't know 76 

(ii) age preference: 1. new home 23% 
2. resale 61% 

3, don't know 16% 


* Q.13 Age of household head (n=151) 


1. Under®25 ves 12% 6.145-49 yrs. % 
2, 25-29 Vus 30% JenbO0-54yrs. 6% 
3. 30-34 yrs. 18% Sum 05-598 Vise % 
4; 35-39 Yuse 8% 9. 60-64 yrs. 4% 
5. 40-44 yrs. % 10. 65 yrs. and older 10% 
= 0.14: *Marital status 
1. single 53% 
2. married 36% 
3. other 12% 
* Q.15 Household income (n=139) 
1. under $15,000 18% 3. $30 - $45,000 32% 
25 215. = 3305000 34% 4. $45,000 and over 16% 
* Q.16 More than one wage earner (n=139) 
1. yes 52% 2. 0 48%, 


a 


* from screening questionnaire 


Dra <= 
TORONTO AND NORTH YORK MARKET STUDY - MOMAH/AMO 


RENTER QUESTIONNAIRE FOLLOW-UP 


INTRODUCTION: Let me start by giving you a brief overview of the study we're doing. 
The Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
and the Association of Municipalities of Ontario is looking into 
alternative ways in which future housing needs in the Province can 
be met. We're particularly interested in talking to renters such 
as yourself in order to get your opinions, views and ideas on some 
alternative ways of providing additional housing. 


What !'d like to do is start off with some general questions about 
your present dwelling unit. 


Q. 1 First of all, could you tell me, how long have you 
been renting this dwelling? RECORD YEARS, MONTHS IF LESS 
THAN ONE YEAR. 


Q. 2 How many bedrooms are there in your dwelling? [eedreons 10 
RECORD. 
Or Bachelor Unit bee | vt 


Q. 3. (a) How much do you pay in monthly rent for your ; bs 
dwelling? IF REFUSE, CODE 9999. $ | nei 

—EEEEE————EEEE ee 

i ? 
(b) Do you pay the entire amount by yourself? Yas Paar] 
|F HUSBAND ANDO WIFE, CODE ''I'' No 7 2 
Mace see ul [pore | 
Refuse | 9 ' 


Q. 4 Did you rent before you moved here? 


Termes [| 


iF ''NO'', PROCE OWNERSHIP OR OTHER. 


Q.5 (a) How satisfied are you with your present living 
accommodations? Would you say that you are: Very Satisfied 
= 
Ss Sa Somewhat Satisfied, Or| 2 
ASK (b) Dissatisfied 3 iz 
(b) IF DISSATISFIED, ASK: Why do you say that? 

| | | 

4 ° 

Vy eal a 

a! ad 


(c) Do you feel you have enough space in your 
present unit? 


(d) How many motor vehicles do you have in your household? iz : 
Vehicles | xi 
| 4 
(e) Is parking available to your household (whether or not _t 
you use it)? Yes ett 
—— ns 
No aes AS 


(f) Is the rent more than you feel you can afford? 


Yes ] 
—————— at 
No | 2 ae 
(g) Would you rather be living in another area of the city? Yes a 
a7 
6 Do you plan to move from this dwelling within the next 
year or so? 
1F TOWN, ROW, ATTACHED OR DETACHED HOUSE, 
i.e. IF NOT IN APARTMENT BUILDING, GO TO Q. 
— oy Don't know Wee) Nek 
————E———EEEE—————EESE ESS 
7 Have you ever rented a suite or an apartment in 
a house? | Yes | i 
| 
; No ie Nee 


| 


{Ff ''YES'', ASK: Was this a private self-contained 
apartment with a bath and kitchen | Self-contained | | 
or just a room? 
Room(s ) ed MEX) 
Se ee ae es eee | 


8 Have you ever rented an entire house, either by 


yourself or by sharing the rent with other | Yes, by self H 
individuals outside your immediate family? _ ny 
Yes, with others 2 


SS Ss 


No 3 31 


Oh 


GYvd JAZI1uLIY 


oF fo< weal eee ae |? es ae asaymas|,e padl| 410 asnoy 

g n 9 S : e z l aya Ul parrt psofpue, ayy 4ayz24m (1) 
ne: | T 1 T ! I l ] Lasnoy ay} pulyeq pied ayd 0} 

8 L 9 5 " t é l ssoo0e aaey pynod nNoA you 4oO 4a4z2YM (Y) 
ge T T I | l ! T T j400,4 4taddn ue uo 40 40014 ULeW a4 UO *JUEBW 

8 l 9 5 ui € 4 I -aseq oy} U! pazes0, sem Juawziede ayy 4o04Ia4m (6) 
t€ I T T j T T 1 1 juayd ity pue woosyyeq a yeAlsd 

8 l 9 S 4 € c 1 


umo Ss}! pey Juawzsede oy} JOU JO 4947 94M (4) 


“HB oe Se ee ee 1 cee a ee T 1 j yAsaqua ajzesedas 
‘azeAiid e aaey noA JOU 40 494794M (2) 


8 l 9 S q t é l Latqepreae asam Bbuyyxsed JOU 40 439479Y4M (P) 
he 33S 2 Se oe eo ee a a a a a 
8 Ll 9 G f € 7 l 1s}sod jequas Ayyyuow ayy (9) 
<€ T T I J T T J ' tatdwexa 4104 ‘woo1peq Z 40 | 
8 9 5 Z 3 4 l e S,}! sayIaYyM SqzUusWJIede BYyI JO AZIS 94) (q) 
Lae ae ee le CC yejdwexa soy ‘Apjesquad as0W 
Bs g L g G f € Z { JO Sqingns ay ut paqyedO, 24am asnoy Pyd J! 
‘ajdwexa 40} faq uo}}eDO, 947 PL NOM queqysodwi Moy (e) 
aoue} a0ue} quey 
-4sodui| que} que} aoue} -4odw! -4odut 
MOU} jeronao zea416 -sodw) -1s0dwi -10dui| ayasit ie 
3, uop Ajaynposge AON Asan Ayaiey af dt jo Ai3dA JO ze you 
8 l 9 S 4 3 ¢ ! 


(LNIGNOdSIY OL 3IWIS JINVLYOWI GNVWH) “Pp4ed sty} UO vAeY | 
ajedS ay} asn aseatq ‘asnoy e ul Jusawjsede ue juss OF JOU 4O 494I24M uo 6uiptoep 


aiam nok 41 NoA 02 2q P{NOM S1yz JUeZIOdWI MOY aw | {97 OF noA ayt{ pyNom | pue 
D13S}sa}zDe1eYD © JNO peas [JIM | “AsSNnoy e Ul JuowZIede ue 9qi4dSep OJ pasn aq P{Nod 
yey] saunjesay JO Sd19S14aqzDeAeYD BWOS Node noA se Ss} MOU OP OF ayx!IL PLMOM | JeYUM 6°D 
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10 
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| have here a number of cards which describe different types of 
accommodation which could be available if one were looking to rent 
an apartment in a house. These descriptions vary in terms of size 
of apartment, rent, etc. Assume that the things not described about 
the apartment are to your liking. What ! would like you to do is 
carefully read over the descriptions on each card and put the cards 
in order of your preference if you were looking for an apartment in 
a house. 


There are only 9 cards, but you may find it easiest to order them 
if you put them in two piles as you go through them. In one pile, 
would go cards with descriptions of apartments you like and into 
the other pile, descriptions of apartments you don't like. Then 
go through each pile and order the cards with the most preferred 
on the top and the next most preferred second down and so on, with 
the least preferred at the bottom of each pile. Once you finish, 
put the pile you like on top of the other one. 


(SHUFFLE CARDS BEFORE GIVING TO RESPONDENT, RECORD NUMBER ON BACK 
OF CARD FROM TOP TO BOTTOM AFTER RESPONDENT FINISHES.) 


SETA CARD NUMBER 
BLUE CARDS (MOST PREFERRED) TOP CARD re eee 
2ND CARD Le) a 
3RD CARD tel? eis 
4TH CARD (elo ey 
5TH CARD ae ee 
6TH CARD ee ¥6 
7TH CARD [oie ate 
8TH CARD ena veers 
(LEAST PREFERRED) BOTTOM CARD ie 4 


| 


(CHECK WITH RESPONDENT THAT MOST PREFERRED IS ON TOP AND LEAST 
PREFERRED IS ON BOTTOM. ) 
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Q.1] There are two main ways in which rental accommodation could be pro- 
vided in a house. One could just rent a room in a house or one could 
rent a private, self-contained apartment in a house. Do you see any 
advantages to yourself of renting just a room in a house as opposed 
to renting an apartment in a house? 


YES [ud => What would these be? | 


NO 


Qt 2-ts) 


(c) 


[ ] => Why do you say that? 


Do you want to buy a home within the next 
couple of years? (IF ASK, SAY 2-3 YEARS) 


GOnnOnOmIS 
Do you think you will be able to do so? 
GONTORORS = 


Depends/Maybe 


[ere [3 | 


54 
1F NO: Why not? IF DEPENDS/MAYBE, ASK: What does it depend on? 
bo ei 
be v3 
1F FINANCIAL PROBLEM GIVEN IN (c) (e.g. don't have enough for down 
payment, carrying cost-principal, interest, etc. are too hi h), ASK: 
|\f doing any of the following would help you afford to buy a home 
within the next couple of years, would you consider... 
Yes No 1F NO, Why not? 
buying a house with a private, 
self-contained apartment which 
you could rent out | 2 oY 
re) Pe 
buying a house and renting 
out a room ] De es 
pom es 
| 
i” Does 
buying a house and creating 
in it a private, self-contained 
apartment which you would rent | 2 by | 
out ee re PF 
| 
— 
7 47 
buying a house with another 
person or couple | Fe ABS 
ee ee 
GO TOnQahs 


a ee 


If you were to buy a house, would you ever 
consider renting out a room? 


roma 
Deore [| 


IF DEPENDS, ASK: What would it depend on? 


ts we 

if you were to buy a house, would you ever 

consider creating a private, self-contained rents Malet 
apartment and renting it out? SS eee 

Z 

1F DEPENDS, ASK: What would it depend on? 

ai 
ee 37 


Pereme fo 


1f you could afford to buy a larger and more 
expensive house by renting out part of it, 
would you be more likely to consider doing 
this than buying a smaller, less expensive 
house? 


| have here a number of cards which describe 

different alternatives which could be available for someone buying 

a house. The descriptions of the houses vary in terms of price, 

size, type and location. Could you please read over these descriptions 
and place the cards in the order of your preference, just like you did 
before. Assume that the things not described about the house are to 
your liking. 


SEneez CARD NO. 


YELLOW CARDS (MOST PREFERRED) TOP CARD 
2ND CARD 
3RD CARD 
4TH CARD 
STH CARD 
6TH CARD 
7TH CARD 

(LEAST PREFERRED) BOTTOM CARD 


JERE LIBEL 


(CHECK WITH RESPONDENT THAT MOST PREFERRED IS ON TOP ANN LEAST 
PREFERRED |S ON BOTTOM.) 
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These last few questions are about you and others in your house. They are completely 
confidential. 


Q. 17 (a) How many people, including yourself 
; 49 
live in your house? (IF REFUSE, CODE 9) Persons 
IF 2 OR MORE, ASK: 


(b) Do you have any dependent children 
living with you? 


100 


LEE ViESHSEASK: 


(c) How many dependent children live with you? (WRITE IN) 101 
(1F REFUSE, CODE 9) 


Q. 18 DO NOT ASK: SEX OF RESPONDENT. | Hale | 
rewie Da] ed 


Q. 19 INTERVIEWED ORIGINAL RESPONDENT: Yes ae 


THANK YOU VERY MUCH. THOSE ARE ALL THE QUESTIONS | HAVE. DO YOU HAVE ANY 
COMMENTS YOU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE? 


| 
INTERVIEWER NAME: INTERVIEWER NUMBER 


1oY tos 


- 


- 7 ot 62 
Lae Saee 
oe 


fet 
7 Be 75 | 
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APPENDIX D 


D.1 Summary of Kingston Questionnaire by Renter Type 


Zulia 
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APPENDIX D: 


D.1 SUMMARY OF KINGSTON QUESTIONNAIRE 
BY RENTER TYPE 


Renter Type 


Type Type Type Type 
One Two Three Four Total 


(n=25) (n=26) (n=15) (n=34) (n=100) 


Q. 1 Length of residency: 


1. less than 2 years 68% 58% 47% 59% 59% 
2. 2 years 16 15 abs is 15 
3, 2s cO OL Vears 12 be 20 1] 14 
4. 5 to 7 years 4 lz 20 15 12 


Q. 2 (a) Building type: 


1. apt./no elevator 24% 31% 13% 35% 28% 
2. apt./elevator 28 Is 40 35 29 
3. attached house 4 8 13 9 8 
4. apt. in attached house 0 Ws 7 2 7 
5. detached house AZ 8 20 6 10 
6. apt. in detached house ac 23 0 3 ie 
7. other 0 4 3 3 

(b) IF IN HOUSE: Does landlord live in (n=15) (n=17) (n=8) (n=14) (n=54) 

Same house: 

1. yes 7% 24% 13% 21% 17% 

2.0 93 76 87 79 83 


Q. 3 Number of bedrooms: 


]. bachelor 8% % % 0% % 
2. one bedroom 28 19 13 18 20 
3. two bedrooms 48 39 47 56 48 
4. three+ bedrooms 16 38 33 26 28 


Q. 4 Share bath or kitchen: 
1. yes 12% 4% (hk elee 9% 
2. no 88 96 93 88 9] 


Br an 


Q. 5 Previous tenure: 


F DISSATISEIED: 


1. rented 
2. Owned 
3.eother 


Satisfaction with unit: 
1. very satisfied 

2. somewhat satisfied 
3. dissatisfied 


— 


Why? 
rent too high 

poor facilities 
poor storage 


P W Mm — 


poor location 


Present space adequate: 
1. yes 
Le ie 


Number of vehicles in household: 


1]. none 
2. one 
3. two 

4. three + 


Parking available: 
1. yes 
Zeno 


Rent affordable: 
1. yes 
2. no 


Prefer other location: 
1. yes 


(ae ite 


Type Type 
One Two 
88% 62% 
8 fae 
4 15 
S62 “423% 
56 50 
8 8 
(n=2) —(nsip) 
50% 0% 
50 0 
100 
0 
64% 73% 
36 27 
28% 23% 
64 65 
0 
V2 
88% 96% 
2 4 
80% 77% 
20 23 
16% 357 
84 65 


Type 
Three 


67% 
13 
20 


60% 


13% 


Type 
Four 


71% 


15% 


Tota] 


72h 


20% 


Ce i ae 


Q. 7 Plan to move within year or so: 


l. yes 
2. don't know 


IF NOT LIVING IN HOUSE NOW: 


Des (a) 


(b) 


Ever rented in house before: 
1. yes 
2. no 


IF YES: 1. self-contained apt. 


2. just room 


Q. 9 Ever rented entire house: 


1. yes, by self 
2. yes, with others 
3.) 10 


Preference in rental unit: 
1. prefer house 

2. prefer apartment building 
3. don't know 


Advantages of renting in house: 
1. yes 


Lo eey Lee 


. more privacy 
more home-like 
access to a yard 
more sociable 
access at grade 
pets allowed 


paw eR (op et CS a pe a 
. e e e . . 


quieter 


36% 
64 
(n=5) 
40% 
60 


(n=14) (n=16) 


29% 
14 
57 


(n=25) (n=26) 


60% 
40 
0 


100% 


59% 


Type 
Two 


19% 
8] 


(n=3) 


33% 
67 


19% 
6 
15 


85% 
12 
4 


100% 


60% 


Type Type 


Three Four Total 


27% 38% 42% 
7 3 8 


(n=11) (n=27) (n=68) 


18% 37% 29% 
82 63 7] 
(n=2)  (n=9) = (n=19) 

0% 44%, 37% 
100 56 63 


(n=11) (n=26) (n=67) 
9% 12% 16% 
9 15 i 

2 74 72 


(n=15) (n=34) (n=100) 
40% 15% 48% 


47 85 49 
Is 0 S 
0% 0% 51% 


Q. 


Q. 


De 


10 (c) Disadvantages of renting in house: 
1. yes 
IF YES: 1. poorer maintenance 
2. 1ack of Tacilities 
3. more expensive 
4, less privacy 
5. more noise 
6. lack of security 
11. Preference ranking in unit type: (average rank) 


12 Very important factors associated with renting 


es 


2 
3 
4 


2 ho 


apartment in a building 


. apartment in owner-occupied house 


apartment in totally converted house 


. sharing house with friends 


an apartment in a house: 


ie 


WO CON DO FSP W PO 


Advantages in renting just a room in a house: 


Ihe 
oe 


LEAVE os 
Le 


eek 


Dm WP — 


suburban or city location 


. number of bedrooms 
. monthly rent 
. availability of parking 


private separate entry 
private bath and kitchen 
floor of the house 
access to back yard 
absentee landlord 


yes 


no 


What are advantages: 
less costly 


Why not: 


eHack oF privacy 


lack of space 
Shared facilities 


. types of people 


Type 


One 


100% 
36% 


60% 
56 
80 
G2 
40 
92 
Sy 
28 
20 


22% 
78 
(n=5) 


80% 


(n=18) (n=20) (n=10) 


28% 
56 
1] 
iz 


Type 


Two 


0% 


65% 
69 
85 
62 
50 
96 
50 
ois) 
15 


20% 
80 


80% 


60% 

30 

10 
0 


Type 
Three 


0% 


17% 
83 
(n=2) 


100% 


20% 

80 
0 

at 


Type 


Four 


100% 
18% 


23h 
1G; 
(n=7) 


71% 


66% 


19% 


(n=24) (n=72) 


67% 


49% 

44 

ie 
- 


Q. 


er 
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14 Attitudes toward renting: 


1. pleased about renting and 
will continue 


2. unhappy about renting and wili 
buy within next three years 


3. unhappy about renting but must 
continue to rent 


15 (a) Purchase intentions within next 


few years: 

l. yes 

ZaiN0 

3. don't know 


TF» YES OR DON ™T KNOW: 


(b) Location preference: 
1. suburbs 
2 « GNGy 
3. don't know 


(c) Age preference: 
1. new 
2. resale 
3. don't know 


(d) Will be able to buy: 
1. yes 

no 

depends 


FP W ND 


don't know 


(e) Reason for no or depends: 
1. financial 


IF FINANCIAL REASON GIVEN: 


(f) Would do any of the following if 
affordability helped: 


(i) buy house with private apt.: 


1. yes 
Cee NOs LACK OT. privacy 
3. no, too many problems 


Type 


One 


(n=25) (n=26) 


36% 


20 


44 


(n=25) (n=26) 


64% 
30 


(n=17) (n=19) 


41% 
59 


(n=7) 


100% 


Type 


Two 


31% 
42 


27 


73% 
(au 


53% 
37 


(n=7) 


100% 


(n=7) 


Type 


Three 


Type 
Four Total 


(n=14) (n=33) (n=98) 


79% 


a 


70% 52% 


12 20 


18 28 


(n=15) (n=34) (n=100) 


27% 
is 


32% 50% 
65 49 


(n=3) (n=12) (n=51) 


33% 
oS) 
33 


50% 


100% 


58% 49% 
42 45 


50 48 
0 10 
25% 46% 

58 42 

17 8 

0 4 
(n=9). (n=27) 
67% 89% 
(n=6) (n=24) 


17% 45% 
33 38 
50 17 


IF NO FINANCIAL PROBLEMS OR NO IMMEDIATE 


eR 


(iii) 


buy house and rent room: 


1. yes 


- /0 - 


GamnO, ldGkKeOt privacy 


buy house and convert space 


into apartment: 


1. yes 


ZAP NO. LaGkOlM privacy 


3. no, too expensive 


buy house with another 


couple/person: 
1. yes 


Zeenoxs IackY On privacy 


3. no, too many problems 


If were to buy, would ever consider 


NTENT ION BUM 
16 (a) 
renting out a room: 
1. yes 
ZC 
3. depends 
4. don't know 
IF DEPENDS: 


ie; 


on type of renter 


2. financial need 


(b) If were to buy, would ever consider 
converting space into apartment: 


a 


] 


2 
oF 
4 


ie 


< 
oe 
~ 


. yes 


depends 
. don't know 


DEPENDS: 
on type of renter 
. availability of space 
if legal 


- tinancial need 


Type 
One 


43% 
43 


43% 
(2s) 
29 


43% 
43 
14 


(n=18)) (n=2)) 


Type 
Two 


14% 


86 


43% 
43 
14 


29% 


19% 
76 


(n=1) 


100% 


Type 


Three 


50% 
50 


Type 


Four Total 


17% 29% 
67 63 


33% 42h 


50 42 
0 ie 
0% 17% 

83 58 

33 Zo 


(n=12) (n=27) (n=78) 


25% 
58 


(n=1) 


100% 


(n=21) (n=12) 


43% 
a2 


17% 
50 


22% 28% 


70 63 

4 6 

4 5 
(n=1) (n=5) 


100% 80% 
- 20 


(n=27) (n=78) 
Lee 28% 


Ss) 54 

1] 14 

7 : 
(n=3) (n=11) 
33% 9% 
oe 64 
33 18 

- : 


Q. 18 Would buy larger house with apartment 


rather than smaller house: 


1. yes 


2. no 


3. don't know 


Q. 19 (a) Household size: 
1. one person 


2. two persons 


3. three + persons 


(b) Children in house: 


1. yes 


(Cj 1 R MES: 
Average number of children 


Q. 20 Age of head of household: 


24 
30 
35 
40 
45 
50 
8) 
60 
65 


OP Os COm 5 Oye On eS) Co aN) oe — 


— 


under 24 years 


ewes, 
to 34 
COBSo 
to 44 
to 49 
to 54 
to 59 
to 64 


and over 


02.821 Manital status. 
La isanale 


2. married 
3. 90tner 


- 71- 
Type 


One 


20% 
64 
16 


28% 
by 4 
50 


24% 


(n=6) 


(n=25) 


28% 
40 


1 SP HP LH LY 


oo, (er & 


56% 


36 
8 


Type 
Two 


(n=25) (n=26) 


15% 
85 


35 
(n=9) 


Type 


Three 


Type 


Four Total 


(n=15) (n=34) (n=100) 


27% 
60 
3 


39% 
23 
38 


33% 
(n=5) 


(n=26) (n=13) 


42% 

15 
8 

15 
8 


(BOs Se 


50% 
42 
8 


o/ 
/o 


CH 


ao 


39% 
46 
1S 


18% 


19% 


7] 7| 
12 10 
28% 28% 
47 SW, 

25 30 
12% 24% 
(n=4) (n=24) 
Lede Aled 


(n=33) (n=97) 


27% 


29% 


~ a) 
Ovi) [O07 at fs OG) 


— 


46% 
40 
13 


72 3 


Type Type Type Type 
One Two Three Four Total 


Q. 22 (a) Monthly rent: 


]. under $250 28% 16% 15% 19% 20% 
2. $200 to $350 36 36 3] 42 a7 
32 0$500)16,.9450 2 36 Sil 16 Ze 
4. over $450 18 2 23 23 20 


(b) Pay entire rent: 
1. by self/spouse 64% 69% 93% 82% 76% 
2. with other 30 Lees 7 18 24 


(n=21)) (a=24 yy (n=8) ee ia2oy ee cna cl, 
Q. 23 (a) Household income: 


1, under $15,000 43% 542, Tae ton 44 
2. $15,000 to $30,000 CACO ME wee 2938 
3. $30,000 to $45,000 ee yes 204 
4. over $45,000 | 0 8 0 a: 


(b) More than one income: 
1. yes 35% 68% 46% 65% 56% 


Q. 24 Respondent's sex: 
]. male 56% 50% 36% 50% 50% 
2. female 44 50 64 50 50 
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SEPTEMBER T3519), 1982 
RENTER/OWNER STUDY 


TELEPHONE NUMBER 
SCREENING PAGE 


INTRODUCTION: Hello, may | speak to 
(TRY FOR SO/SO MALE/FEMALE RESPONSE. IF NOT AT HOME 
OR WRONG NUMBER, INTERVIEW ANY ADULT.) 


Hello, my name is (YOUR NAME) . We're doing 

a study for the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing and | wonder if you would please take a few minutes 
to give me your opinion on some important questions. 


Q. | First of all could you tell me, do you rent or own your home? 


rent LJ C— ask: Q. 2 Do you pay rent to the government or 
other non-profit organization? 


No (> continue WITH Q. 3 


yea > TERMINATE 
(1F OLD AGE HOME, NURSING HOME, ETC., TERMINATE 


Q. 3 Are you receiving government assistance 
in meeting your rental payments? 


No > continue, GO TO RENTER QUESTIONNAIRE (PINK) 


vesLJ > TERM NATE 


own LJ (— ask: Q. 4 Do you live in a condominium or co-op? 
No > continue WITH Q. 5 
Neck TERMINATE 
Q. S Are there any self-contained suites or 
apartments in your house? 


No C1 > continue WITH Q. 6 


vesL_ > TERMINATE 


Q. 6 Do you share your hcuse with any unrelated 
individuals or another family? 


No C1 > continue WITH Q. 7 


YerLo > TERMINATE 


Q. 7 Are you a landlord or do you own another house which 
you rent out? 


No i) CONTINUE, GO TO OWNER QUESTIONNAIRE (BUFF) 


ves] > TERMINATE 


NOTE: IF RESPONDENT SAYS HE OWNS DUPLEX AND RENTS OUT ONE OR BOTH UNITS, 
TERMINATE. 


CALL-BACK DATA 


+- 


Cal) Inter- Result | | Call Inter- Result 
viewer # | of Call} Comments | # |Date | Time | viewer #| of Cal} Comments 
slates | 
oe 
at 
; | PRR ree 
a ae 7a eee 
——— 
“ SS ee es 
Interview Results: (INSERT CODE ABOVE) 
Interview completed Oe. 6 a eee eee Refusal (SPECIFY REASON) 3). fas ca: Shee te, Lay aRairatare 5 
Not at home, not available Not eligible (business, household 
(SPECIFY CALL BACK DATE & TIME)... . . 2 Outside Metrossectc) sarc cenit een 
Language barrier (SPECIFY LANGUAGE) 3, Number not in service, changed number. . . 7 


incnmplete inCery COW ve dass @ cei es ae ee Navangwee, Vine wnusval]. . . eee 


Q. 


] 


November 9-11, 1982 


FOR EACH COMPLETED INTERVIEW, RECORD: TELEPHONE NUMBER 


RENTER QUESTIONNAIRE 


How long have you been living at your present address? 
(RECORD YEARS, MONTHS IF LESS THAN ONE YEAR) 
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MARKET STUDY - MOMAH/AMO 


Q.2 (a) What kind of a building are you living in at the 


© 


Ww 


Wal 


present time? 


[F APARTMENT IN TOWN, ROW, ATTACHED, OR DETACHED HOUSE (4 or 6 above), ASK: 
rm SOV E Ts: 


itvan<..- 


eS 
(a) apartment building without es Oe 
| an elevator j 
_——— SS — ess 
| (b) apartment building with an 
elevator 
eee et 
| (c) entire town, row or attached 
house 


| (d) apartment in town, row or | 4 | 
attached house 
| (e) entire detached house | 5 

eee ey 
| (f) apartment in detached house | 6 

| 
| (g) Other bee a 


a 


aes | 


(b) Does your landlord live in the same house as you? 


NO answer, 
refuse 


es 


How many bedrooms are in your dwelling? RECORD 


Bedrooms 


Combined bed/sitting- 
room, bachelor unit 


(CODE 1) 


Do you share kitchen or bathroom facilities with 


other households? 


Did you rent before you moved here? 


|F "'NO,'' PROBE OWNERSHIP OR OTHER. 


Yes, rented 
No, owned 


No, other 


hl 


Q.6 


Q.8 {a) 
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(a) How satisfied are you with your present living 
accommodations? Would you say that you are: 
GO TO (c) — 


ASK (b) 


(b) IF DISSATISFIED, ASK: \hy 80 you say that? 


iS /¢ 
i ek 
ee See 
17 i= 
(c) Do you feel you have enough space in your 
present unit? 
IF 
d) Ho i ; 2 Ss 
(d) How many motor vehicles do you have in your household? Pe ee a iv 
(e) Is parking available to your household (whether or not a SS | 
you use it)? | Yes ey 
| No | 2 | a 
(f) Is the rent more than you feel you can afford? onde |] 
No | * | aa 
(g) Would you rather be living in another area of the city? be Were 
} No ; 2 | 23 
Do you plan to move from this dwelling within the next | Yes 
year or so? e 
iF TOWN, ROW, ATTACHED OR DETACHED HOUSE, — : 
i.e. IF NOT IN APARTMENT BUILDING, GO TO Q. 10 ear 
— | Don't know 9 | zy 
Have you ever rented a room, suite, or an vee 
apartment in a house? Ma | 
No ge 
IF "YES", ASK: Was this a private self-contained —_— 
apartment with a bath and kitchen Self-contained i. | 
or just a room? —$<$<$=$ $_$< 
| Room(s) ries eT 
| ; 
Have you ever rented an entire house, either by ee 
yourself or by sharing the rent with other | Yes, by self Se 
individuals outside your immediate family? a! 
| Yes, with others! 2 | 
| 
| No ar 22 
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Q.10 (a) Supposing for the moment that you are looking for 
a new place to rent. If you had a choice between 
equal sized apartments in a house or in an apartment 
building, both in an area you liked, which would 
you prefer to live in? 


refers [1 
Prefer Apartment 2 
Building 

Don't know, 

Depends 


ROTATE 


(b) Do you see any major advantages in renting an 
apartment in a house as opposed to renting in 
an apartment building? 


IF YES, ASK: What would those be? 


Have a yard 1 30 

CIRCLE More home-like lp eet 
ALL THAT APPLY More privacy ] 32 
No elevator ] 3% 


00 


NOT More sociable 


environment 


34 


] 
peey Other ee 3> 
it 


(c) Do you see any major disadvantages of renting an 
apartment in a house as opposed to renting in an 
apartment building? 


1F YES, ASK: What would those be? 


Less privacy ee 
ARES? Less maintenance 1 ay, 
Slade Landlord problems ] ye 
dO More noise 1 ql 
NOT More expensive ] 4y2 
READ Other [eet 4 


ules 


Ont (i) In terms of your own preference for rental accommodation, 
which would be your first choice of the following four 
alternatives assuming rental costs and location were 
comparable? 


CHOICE 
(1F REFUSE 3 CHOICES, gs 
CODE 9 AT POINT OF pane 
REFUSAL) : - 
. an apartment in an owner-occupied house ve 
READ_AND. 3. an apartment in a house that was 
REPEAT totally changed into apartments ees 
AS_NECESSARY. 4, sharing the rent for an entire house F 
with a number of friends iy 


(ii) What would be your second choice? (READ ONLY REMAINING 3) 


(iii) What would be your third choice? (READ ONLY REMAINING 2 AND RECORD 
LAST CHOICE AS ''4!! 


(a) How important would the location be, for example, 


-J/- 


Q.12 What | would like to do now is ask you about some characteristics or 
features that could be used to describe an apartment in a house. | 
will read out a characteristic, and | would like you to tell me if 
it would be very important, moderately important, or not at all 
important, if you were deciding whether or not to rent an apartment 


in a house. 


if the house were located in the suburbs or 
more centrally? 


the size of the apartment; whether it's a 
| or 2 bedroom, for example? 


the monthly rental costs? 


whether or not parking were available? 


whether or not you have a private, 
separate entry? 


whether or not the apartment had its own 
private bathroom and kitchen? 


whether the apartment was located in the base- 
ment, On the main floor or on an upper floor? 


whether or not you could have access 
to the yard behind the house? 


whether the landlord lived in the 
house or lived elsewhere 


Moderately Not at all 
Important Important 


Q.13 There are two main ways in which rental accommodation could be pro- 


vided in a house. One could just rent a room in a house or one could 
rent a private, self-contained apartment in a house. 


Do you see any 


advantages to yourself of renting just a room in a house as opposed 


to renting an apartment in a house? 


YES a > What would these be? 


NO ea => Why do you say that? 


Q.14 Which of the following statements do you feel best 
describe your own situation with regard to renting: 


(a) 


(c) 


| am pleased about renting and will continue to rent 


| am unhappy about renting but must continue to rent 


(b) | am unhappy about renting and anticipate purchasing 
my own home in the next three years 


Ww 


Ww 


w 


Ww 


Ww 


Ww 


Ww 


wo 


Ww 


Don't 


——— 


know, 


wo 


\o 


Ww 


\o 


wo 


Ww 


Important Refuse 


44 


53 


SY 


56 


Sit: 
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Q.15 (a) Do you want to buy a home within the next 
couple of years? (IF ASK, SAY 2-3 YEARS) 


ee 
Pere wen 


Pere 


GO TO Q.16 


ef 


(b) Would you rather buy a home in the suburbs 
or a home in an older area of the city? 


[eweme fs] 
(c) Would you rather buy a brand new home 
or an older home? 
6‘ 
(d) Do you think you will be able to buy 
a home? GO TO Q.16 
Depends/Maybe | 
| Don't know #0 
(e) IF NO: Why not? 1F DEPENDS/MAYBE, DON'T KNOW, ASK: What does it 
depend on? 
Fl Fo 
Ve: #Y 


(f) [IF FINANCIAL PROBLEM GIVEN IN (e) (e.g. don't have enough for down 
ayment, carrying cost-principal, interest, etc. are too high), ASK: 


\f doing any of the following would help you afford to buy a home 
within the next couple of years, would you consider... 


Yes No IF NO, Why not? 
(1) buying a house with a private, 
self-contained apartment which 
you could rent out ] 2 75 


0 
C 


: 


“ 
I 
fu 


(2) buying a house and renting 
out a room 1 2 % 


; 


ey 
vy) 
on 
< 


L 


be | 
vA 
“ 
co 


(3) buying a house and creating 
in it a private, self-contained 
apartment which you would rent ] 2 32 
out. 


r 


7) 

~~ 
~ 
9 


(4) buying a house with another 
person or couple 


Lae) 
w 
is. | 


sS 
~ 
“~ 
fp 


E 


w 
~~ 
NC 


GO TO Q.18 


= /9 - 


Q.16 (a) If you were to buy a house, would you ever 
consider renting out a room? hoVesr auctied spot 
- 
(b) IF DEPENDS, ASK: What would it depend on? 
45 
Pewee [3 | 
46 
Q.17 (a) If you were to buy a house, would you ever 
consider creating a private, self-contained oe ae 
apartment and renting it out? pore | 
2 
(b) IF DEPENDS, ASK: What would it depend on? 
—- 
98 
Q.18 If you could afford to buy a larger and more 74 
expensive house by renting out part of it, 
would you be more likely to consider doing 
this than buying a smaller, less expensive 
house? 
cd 


These last few questions are about you and others in your household. 


completely confidential. 


Q.19 (a) How many people, including yourself, 


live in your household? (!F REFUSE, CODE 9) 


IF 2 OR MORE, ASK: 


Do you have any dependent children 
living with you? 


[F 2YESS SASK: 


(1F REFUSE, CODE 9) 
Q.20 What is the age of the head of your household? 
(1F NO HEAD, ASK RESPONDENT'S AGE) 


Q.21 And what is your marital status? 


READ 


Q.22 (a) How much is the monthly rent for your 
present home? (iF REFUSE, CODE 9999). 


(b) Are you paying the entire amount by yourself? 


|F HUSBAND AND WIFE, CODE ''Yes'' - 1. 


How many dependent children live with you? 


Don't know 


They are 


Creel] 


(WRITE IN) 


Other (Widowed, 3 
divorced, separated) 
eae 


DOLLARS: $ 


No 2 
Tete 


jo} 


“2 
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Q.23 (a) Was the total income before tax of all the 
members of your household over or under 
$30,000 last year? 


Over $30,000 kee 
Under $30,000 


Refuse, don't know ea a 
IF OVER $30,000, ASK: Was it over $45,000? Over $45,000 agar 
Under $45,000 pes 
Refuse, don't know Bee] uy 
IF UNDER $30,000, ASK: Was it over $15,000? | Over $15,000 ea 
Under $15,000 
Refuse, don't know Ws 
(b) Does this include income from more than ae es 
ese es Sa a 
ae oe ae 
ie 3 | m 
Q.24 Could you tell me your postal code? 
1F NO CODE, ASK: Could you then tell me 
the nearest major inter- 
section to where you live? 
INTERSECTION: 
AND ot sae 7ay 
Q.25 DO NOT ASK: Sex of respondent. 
Female jae 


Thank you very much. Those are all the questions | have. Do you have 
any comments you would like to make? 


Could | please get your name in order that this interview can be verified 
by my supervisor? 


NAME: 
a ee 


INTERVIEWER NAME: NUMBER 


eR 


(a6 (ak 


APPENDIX E 


METHODOLOGY 
Footnote 
Study Methodology includes survey of ''the attitudes and willingness 


of Homeowners to undertake Conversions'' Part 3.3.2, Vol. 5 
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APPENDIX E 


METHODOLOGY 


Introduction 


During the fall of 1982, Environics Research Group Limited conducted 
a two-stage study of the housing market, in relation to conversion 
and infill in the Cities of Toronto and North York, and a one-stage 
Study in the City of Kingston. Both telephone and personal inter- 
viewing techniques were used. The different stages of the study 
are described below under Questionnaire Design. 


Questionnaire Design 


There were several questionnaires used in the implementation of this 
Study; all were designed in close consultation with members of the 
Study team. 


1) General Screening Questionnaire: This questionnaire determined 


eligibility of owners and renters to participate in the study. Home- 
owners were required to live in houses which were not condominiums 

or co-ops, They were not to be landlords or share their accommodation 
with unrelated individuals or have self-contained apartments within 
their house. Renters were required to be renting from a private 
individual or company and not receiving government assistance to 

meet rental payments. 


2) Toronto/North York Owner Screening Questionnaire: This questionnaire 


was designed to determine potential suppliers of converted dwellings. 


3) Toronto/North York Renter Screening Questionnaire: This questionnaire 


was designed to determine potential demand for a rental apartment or 


room within a house. 


= 8h = 


4) Toronto/North York Owner Follow-Up Questionnaire: This questionnaire 
was designed based on data from the screening questionnaire, and followed 


up on identified potential converters asking specific questions related 
to creating private, self-contained apartments in their homes or renting 
Out rooms, 


5) Toronto/North York Renter Follow-Up Questionnaire: This questionnaire 
was designed based on data from the screening questionnaire and followed 


up on identified potential renters of apartments or rooms in homes and 
also asked questions probing purchase of homes with self-contained 
apartments or the possibility of creating them within a home. It also 
asked questions concerning renting out a room within a home. 


6) Kingston Owner Questionnaire: This questionnaire was a combination 
of the screening and follow-up questionnaires of the Toronto/North York 
Study. 


7) Kingston Renter Questionnaire: This questionnaire was a combination 
of the screening and follow-up questionnaires of the Toronto/North York 
Study. 


Each phase of the study was pre-tested on 25 respondents and questionnaires 
were revised based on pre-test results, interviewer suggestions and study 
team requests. Questionnaires varied in length from 10 to 30 minutes. 


Sample Selection 


The original sampling was designed in order to obtain 1,000 screening 
interviews in Toronto and North York, of 500 owners and 500 renters, with 
a follow-up of 150 owners and 150 renters. 
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The Kingston sampling was designed to obtain 200 interviews, of 100 
Owners and 100 renters. 


Households were randomly selected from the most recent telephone 
directories and an attempt was made to achieve equal numbers of male 
and female adult owners and renters. 


A total of 2,596 numbers were selected in Toronto and North York to 
achieve 1,000 interviews. Of the 512 owners interviewed in the screen, 
258 were identified for follow-up. Of the 504 renters interviewed, 260 
were identified for follow-up. 


Telephone and Personal Interviewing 


The screening phase of the Toronto/North York Owner/Renter Market Study 
was conducted by experienced interviewers at the ERG telephone workshop 
September 13-20, 1982. 


The Toronto/North York Owner Telephone Follow-Up was also conducted at 
the ERG telephone workshop October 26-28, 1982. 


The Toronto/North York Renter Personal In-Home Follow-Up was conducted 
November 1-15, 1982. 


The Kingston Owner/Renter Market Study was conducted by telephone 
November 9-16, 1982 at the offices of the Ministry of Municipal Affairs 
and Housing using inter-city telephone lines. 


Field supervisors were present at all times to ensure accurate interviewing 
and recording of responses. Periodic monitoring of calls and interviews 
allowed for quality control. Five calls were made to a household before 
classifying it as a "no answer." 


a 3 ae 
Cleaning, Coding, and Keypunching 


All questionnaires were checked for accuracy and consistency. Experi- 
enced research assistants coded open-ended responses to all questionnaires 
which were then checked by supervisors before being keypunched (with 100% 
verification) and analysed. 


Completion Results 


a) Toronto/North York Telephone Owner/Renter Screen 


A total of 1,016 interviews were completed, with 512 owners and 504 renters. 
The table below presents the detailed results. 


The effective response rate for the survey is 56% (the number of completed 
interviews, 1016, divided by the total sample, 2596, minus the number of 
non-valid/non-residential numbers, 21, the numbers not in service/changed 
numbers, 213, interviews terminaved as unqualified, 342, and interviews 
terminated as sex or owner/renter quota filled, 195. 


Completion Results 


N ahs 
Number of calls 2,596 100 
Non-valid/Non-residential 21 ] 
Numbers not in service/changed numbers 213 8 
Interviews terminated as unqualified 342 ts 
Interviews terminated as sex and 
owner/renter quota filled 195 8 
Sub-total Tia 30 
ee ee ee eee ee eee Se ee eee 
New base NOLO 100 
NTs a on Oa ee Te eee 
No answer/line busy/respondent not available 25) 14 
Language barrier 147 
Incomplete interview 16 ] 
Refusals 395 Ze 
Sub-total 809 44 
on ea es eve ee a eee ee ee, Sek ees 
Net completions (1,825 - 809) T,016. (557) 
Owners eo | 


Renters (504) 
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b) Toronto/North York Telephone Owner Follow-Up 


A total of 194 interviews were completed. 
The table below presents the detailed results. 
The effective response rate for the survey is 77% (the number of completed 


interviews, 194, divided by the total sample, 258, minus the numbers not 
in service/changed numbers, 5). 


Completion Results 


NCS bane 
Number of calls 2508 eel ow 
Numbers not in service/changed numbers 5 2 
New base 250 100 
No answer/line busy/respondent not available 15 6 
Incomplete interview 12 
Refusals 32 iS 

Sub-total 59 

Net completions (253 - 59) 19Q 9 (77) 


c) Toronto/North York Renters Personal Interview Follow-Up 


A total of 156 interviews were completed. 
The table below presents the detailed results. 
The effective response rate for the survey is 63% (the number of completed 


interviews, 1%6/ divided by the total sample, 260, minus the numbers not 
in service/changed numbers, 13). 


sie 


Completion Results 


A ee 
Number of calls 260 100 
Numbers not in service/changed numbers us 5 
New base . 247 100 
No answer/line busy/respondent not available 39 16 
Refusals SV Z| 
Sub-total 9] Sy) 


Net completions 156 (63%) 


a 


d) Kingston Telephone Owner/Renter Survey 


A total of 202 interviews were completed, with 102 owners and 100 renters. 
The table below presents the detailed results. 


The effective response rate for the survey is 57% (the number of completed 
interviews, 202, divided by the total sample, 521, minus the number of 
non-valid/non-residential numbers, 3, the numbers not in service/changed 
numbers, 28, interviews terminated as unqualified, 75, and interviews 
terminated as sex or owner/renter quota filled, 59. 
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Completion Results 


pik % 

Number of calls 52] 100 
Non-valid/non-residential 3 ] 
Numbers not in service/changed numbers 28 2 
Interviews terminated as unqualified 7he 14 
Interviews terminated as sex and owner 
quota filled 59 11 

Sub-total 165 oye 
New base 356 100 
No answer/line busy/respondent not available 80 22 
Language barrier 7 2 
Incomplete interview 1] 3 
Refusals 56 16 

Sub-total 154 43 


Net completions 


Owners 
Renters 


